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1858. 

PAYNE  V.  LITTLE.  j^);;;;^, 

nnHE  testator,  Mr.  Freest,  died  in  1820,  having  by  A  wife  was 

his  will   given  an  annuity  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  gn„ui%  for  her 
niece  (a).     In  1821,  on  her  marriage  with  Mr.  Payne,  separate  use, 

av  .         ,  r     1  X     ^nich  was 

these  annuities  were  assigned  to  trustees  for  her  separate  payable  out  of 
use.     Part  of  the  testator's  estate  consisted  of  a  mort-  J  mortgage  on 

her  husband  s 

gage  of  6,000/.  on  the  Uphill  Estate.    This  estate  was,  estate.    The 
in  1828,  purchased  by  Mr.  Pat/ne,  the  husband  of  the  ^I^'husbliid'**' 
Plaintiff,  who  became  liable  to  pay  the  mortgage  of  and  was  majn- 
6,000/.     He  entered  into  possession  of  the  estate  and  r£^Q  ^|fo>, 
in  receipt  of  the  rents,  but  he  neglected  to  pay  the  trustee  neg- 
mortgage  interest,  out  of  which  his  wife's  annuity  was  force  payment 

payable.     By  this  suit,  instituted  in  1848,  Mrs.  Payne  of  themort- 
'    •'  "^  '  ^  ^       gage  and  inte- 

sought  to  make  Mr.  Little,  one  of  the  executors  and  rest,  and  was 

trustee  of  her  uncle's  will,  liable  for  a  breach  of  trust,  ^^^  thcTbreach 

in  of  trust.  Held, 

/  X  A<«  n        ^^  that  as  be- 

(fl)  22  Beav.  69.  tween  the  bus- 

band  and  wife, 
the  interest  applied  to  their  mutual  benefit  must  be  taken  in  discharge  of  her  annuity, 
and  that  the  trustee,  as  against  the  wife,  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  same 
equity.  But  held  also,  that  the  accruing  payment  of  the  annuity  could  not  be  set  off 
against  a  prior  existing  debt  of  the  husband. 
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in  not  getting  in  the  mortgage  of  6,000/.,  and  to  charge 
him  with  that  sum  and  interest,  the  produce  of  which 
would  be  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  alleged 
arrears  of  her  annuity.  She  succeeded  in  rendering 
him  liable,  and  different  accounts  were  directed. 

On  further  consideration,  and  on  a  motion  to  vary  the 
certificate,  it  was  argued,  that  as,  during  Mr.  Payne's 
possession  of  the  Uphill  Estate,  Mrs.  Payne  was  living 
with  and  was  maintained  by  him,  out  of  the  rents  appli- 
cable to  the  payment  of  her  annuity,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  her  annuity  was  discharged ;  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, who  had  had  the  benefit  of  the  rents,  could  not 
have  any  account  of  the  arrears  as  against  her  husband, 
and  that  the  same  equity  applied  in  favor  of  the  trustee. 
That  the  whole  arrears  of  the  annuity  must  therefore  be 
considered  as  discharged  out  of  the  rents  of  the  estate 
or  the  interest  on  the  6,000/.  which  were  charged  on  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  argued,  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiff,  that  the  question  here  was  not  one  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  her  husband,  but  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  her  trustee,  and  that  as  between  them,  there  was  no 
right  of  setting  off  the  debt  of  the  husband  against  the 
separate  demand  of  the  wife.  That,  at  all  events,  the 
accruing  annuity  of  the  wife  could  not  go  to  pay  off  an 
existing  debt  due  from  the  husband  to  the  trustee,  for 
the  equity  contended  for  proceeded  on  the  assumption 
that  the  wife  participated  in  the  enjoyment  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  when  applied  by  her  husband  to  their  com- 
mon benefit;  but  that  this  was  impossible,  if  it  was 
applied  in  paying  off  an  old  debt  due  from  her  husband. 
That  there  was  no  contract  expressed,  and  that  none 
could  be  implied,  on  the  part  of  the  wife  to  pay,  out  of 
her  separate  estate,  the  debt  of  her  husband. 


Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Mr.  FoUelt  and  Mr.  Morris  for  the  PlaintHf.  1868. 


Payhb 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Speed  and  Mr.  Weljord  for  Mr.  „. 

LUtle.  ^'""• 


Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Osborne,  Mr.  Bagshawe,  Mr.  ^oj^ 
<Aai9«i  junior,  and  Mr.  Roxburgh  for  olher  Defendants. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  the  facts  of  this  case,  that  Mr. 
lAitle  18  liable  for  not  having  got  in  the  6,000/.,  and 
that  he  must  be  charged  with  that  sum,  and  interest 
from  the  death  of  the  testator,  Mr.  Freest.  The  parties 
settled  the  amount  of  interest  down  to  18^8  at  1,200/., 
and  therefore  he  must  be  charged  with  that  sum  and 
subsequent  interest  at  4/.  per  cent 

Then  comes  his  discharge,  which  consists,  in  the  first 
place,  of  6^410/,  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  estate. 
In  addition  to  which,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  in  taking  the 
account,  Mr.  Little  is  entitled,  in  his  discharge,  to  the 
8ame  right  of  set-off  as  Mr.  Payne  would  have  been 
entitled  to  as  against  his  wife  if  the  interest  on  the 
6,000/.  had  been  paid  to  Mr.  Little  and  by  him  back 
again  to  Mr.  Payne  while  residing  with  and  maintaining 
his  wife.  The  rights  of  Mr.  Little  and  Mr.  Payne  are 
co-extensive.  I  discard  from  my  consideration  all  cir- 
cumstances relative  to  an  agreement  between  the  trustee, 
Mr.  Little,  and  the  husband,  Mr.  Payne.  Such  an  agree- 
ment cannot,  in  my  opinion,  affect  the  question.  If 
Mr.  Payne  had  received  his  wife's  annuity,  he  would 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  every  fair  inference,  from 
which  a  contract  or  an  acquiescence  on  her  part  might 
be  assumed,  in  case  of  an  account  being  taken  between 
tbem;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Little  is  entitled  to 

b2  the 


FaT9£ 


5  IS  CHAVCZ2T. 

ISzfH,  tbe  tojLA  heoeSt  m  uij  secccsit  tc  be  tzkes  becween 
htm  21^  )In.  Paye.  If  mccjer  Lis  bi;«£i  icmijuid  uid 
properlj  empky^,  it    b   vaoLIj   is^ii&rent,   in   this 

Iattlz,  Ccnrt.  whether  it  Las  soce  tiiro«i=:h  the  croc^r  chafioels 
aod  the  vanoos  §tages  acd  ^teps  lg  urire  at  that  re»ilt : 
it  the  hand  vhich  was  entitled  to  receive  the  benefit 
has  rtsJlj  receiTed  it,  the  persons  who  ooeht  to  hare 
fint  receiTed  it  and  then  paid  it  over  canooc  be  made 
liable  for  it.  I  am  therefore  cf  cpcnioriy  that  to  the  ex- 
tent of  aoy  arrears  of  the  wife's  annaitv  accmiag  while 
Ihing  with  her  hosband,  she  most  be  treated  as  baviog 
allowed  her  husband  to  receire  and  ^plj  it  for  their 
common  beoefity  and  as  if  their  separate  incomes  had 
been,  by  arrangement,  applied  bj  the  hosband  for  their 
matoal  benefit,  instead  of  the  wife's  income  baring,  in 
the  first  instance,  been  received  by  her  and  then  handed 
orer  to  her  husband  for  that  purpose.  The  Court  will 
not,  under  such  circumstances,  inquire  into  what  arrange- 
ments hare  been  entered  into  between  the  husband  and 
wife,  in  respect  of  their  separate  estates,  but  will  con- 
sider the  whole  as  employed  for  their  common  benefit. 
Therefore,  to  the  extent  of  the  accruing  payments  of 
the  annuity,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Little  is  entitled 
to  have  them  set-off  against  the  accruing  interest  on  the 
mortgage. 

Down  to  1836,  the  annuity  was  paid^  and  at  that  time 
a  large  arrear  of  interest  was  due  from  her  husband. 
I  think  that  this  arrear  of  the  husband's  debt  cannot 
be  set  off  against  the  subsequent  sums  accruing  due 
for  the  wife's  annuity.  I  will  explain  the  principle  on 
which  I  proceed.  I  assume,  upon  a  rough  calculation, 
that,  in  1836,  700/.  was  due  from  the  husband  for  in- 
terest (the  amount  is  immaterial)  and  the  wife's  annuity 
was  4C0/.  a-year.  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  from  1836, 
the  240/.  a-year  which  accrued  from  the  rents  of  the 

estate, 
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estate,  or  the  interest  of  the  6,000/.  ought  to  be  applied, 
as  far  as  it  will  go,  in  discharge  of  that  annuity  of  400/. 
a-year,  upon  the  principle  I  have  already  stated;  and 
accordingly,  from  that  period,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  enti- 
tled to  claim  anything  more  than  the  balance  of  the 
annuity,  namely,  160/.  a-year  out  of  such  funds  as  may 
be  available  for  that  purpose,  if  any  such  there  be. 
But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  neither  the  husband  nor  the 
trustee,  standing  in  his  place,  is  entitled  to  have  the 
husband's  antecedent  debt  of  700/.  discharged  out  of 
the  growing  payments  of  the  wife's  annuity.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  contrary  to  principle  that  the  husband's 
debt  should  be  held  to  be  discharged  out  of  his  wife's 
subsequently  accruing  annuity  becoming  due  to  her 
de  anno  in  annum,  unless  the  wife,  in  respect  of  her 
separate  estate,  has  entered  into  an  express  contract  to 
that  effect.  Such  a  contract  is  not  to  be  inferred  from 
her  mere  silence ;  it  requires  something  specific  and  dis- 
tinct. I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  with  respect  to  the 
arrears  of  interest,  that  the  husband  could  not  set  them 
off  against  the  accruing  payments  of  his  wife's  annuity, 
and  that  the  trustee,  standing  in  his  place,  is  not  enti- 
tled to  any  such  set-off. 


1858. 


Note.— Tt  has  been  decided,  in  the  following  cases,  that  a  wife, 
lining  with  her  husband,  is  not  entitled  to  an  account  of  her  separate 
income  paid  to  her  husband  without  any  objection  on  her  part: — 
ChrittmoM  v.  Christmas,  Seiect  Ca.  in  Ch,  21 ;.  BartUtt  v.  GUlurd,  3 
Run,  149;  Kelly  v.  Dawton,  2  Molloi/f  87;  Carter  v.  Anderson, 
8  L.  J.  ( O.  S. )  CA.  91  ;  Thrvpp  v.  Harman,  3  Mj/l,  if  K.5\^;  Leach 
▼.  Way,  5  L.  J.  (N.  5.)  Ch.  100;  Backer idge  v.  Glasse,  Craig  Sf  Ph. 
137 ;  Caton  v.  Rideimt,  1  Mac.  4*  Gor.  599;  Howard  v.  Dighy,  2  C/. 
Sf  Fin.  643,  reversing  4  Simons,  601 ;  Hughes  v.  Wells,  9  Hare,  749. 
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^'P^J^  ^  T^  •/iwiwiiy,    1^52,  this   company  was   proTisionanT 

MM.toobiani  registerEd.      la   April  fcllofriDg,   3Ir.    Ciirroay   a 

iftjilnrain  Jiiector,    recommended    Mr.    Ccckneu   to    take    some 

B,  applied  fer  fhares  in  it,  which  he  agreed  to  do,  and  he  gave  to  Mr. 

M  ^Irvm  ^■^^^"*  ^  cheque  for  oOt,  in  order  to  obtain  fifty  shares, 

allotusdto^,  Accordingly,  on  the  29th  of  Aprils  lSo2,  Mr.  Cmtzom 

WM  tDtcrcd  in  &ppli^  for  fifty  shares,  and  they  were  allotted  to  Mr. 

tb«  booki,  ftc    Cookney  on  that  day.     Sir.  Cookmey*  name  was  entered 

as  a  Muvc* 

bolder.    It       io  the  company's  book  for  the  allotment  of  shares,  in  the 

thM^  3^  deed  of  settlement,  in  the  book  called  "  The  Numerical 

had  been  done  Register  of  Shares,^  in  the  registry  of  shareholders,  and 

that  A.  had       '^^  ^^^  registered  return  of  shareholders, 
refined  to  ngn 

lieUI,  that  After  the  allotment,   the   solicitor  of  the  company 

^^^V!a^!^  called  on  Mr.  Cookney^  and  asked  him  to  sign  the 
•haree,  he  was  company's  deed.  Mr.  Cookney  said,  ''  he  should  not 
Jf«2r*iiw  "^  •'8"  ^^  deed,  that  he  had  never  signed  but  one,  and 
that  a  change  would  not  sign  another."  It  did  not  appear  that  any- 
pany'iboofct     thing   further  tooC   place  on    the   occasion,   but    Mr. 

In  the  number    Cookney  never  signed  the  deed. 

of  the  fharee  ^  ^ 

firat  allotted  to 

B.  did  not  re-        What  afterwards  took  place  was  left  in  some  obscurity, 

hit  liability.      '^  did  not  appear  whether  any  letter  of  allotment  had 

been  sent  to  Mr.  Cookney ^  or  that  any  application  had 
been  made  to  him  before  the  winding-up.  He  now  said, 
that  he  considered,  by  his  refusal  to  sign  the  deed,  he  had 
forfeited  his  interest  in  the  company,  and  that  he  then 
looked  on  the  50/.  as  lost.  The  company  was  com- 
pletely 
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pletely  registered  in  December ^  1852,  and  an  Act  of       1858. 
Parliament  obtained  in  August ,  1863,  but  the  under-      ^^v^^^ 

taking  proving  unsuccessful,  an  order  was  made  on  the  Tblborapb 
Slst  of  July,  1854  (a),  to  wind-up  the  company.    The      Compaiit^ 

question  was,  whether  Mr.  Cookney  ought  to  be  placed  Cookmbt'i 
on  the  list  of  contributories.  Case. 

The  distinctive  numbers,  in  the  company's  deed,  of 
the  fifty  shares  allotted  to  Mr.  Cookney  were  from  7,151 
to  7,200,  in  other  subsequent  books  these  numbers 
were  found  opposite  the  name  of  Mr.  Rowbottom.  But 
in  all  the  company's  books,  Mr.  Cookney  was  entered 
as  the  owner  of  fifty  shares,  either  of  the  numbers 
stated,  or  of  those  numbered  from  12,241  to  12,290. 

After  the  winding-up  order,  several  applications  were 
made  by  letter  to  Mr.  Cookney,  but  he  disregarded 
them,  in  consequence  of  his  christian  name  having  been 
erroneously  stated. 

Mr.  12.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  Mr.  Cookney^ 
Mr.  Cookney  is  neither  a  *'  subscriber"  nor  a  **  share- 
holder" within  the  meaning  of  the  acts  7  &  8  VicL 
c.  110;  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  cxxiii.  He  has,  at  law,  entered 
into  no  contract  with  the  company  to  take  these  shares, 
and  as  Lord  Cranworth  has  laid  it  down,  that  there  is 
no  equitable  apart  from  legal  liability ;  Brigkt  v.  Mut- 
ton (b),  the  test  of  his  liability  in  equity  is  his  liability 
at  law. 


The  usual  mode  of  obtaining  an  allotment  of  shares 
is  to  apply  in  writing  for  them,  and  to  agree  to  accept 
them  and  sign  the  deed ;  there  is  no  case  in  which  a 
roan  has  been  held  to  be  a  contributory,  unless  he  has 
applied  for  shares  in  writing,  and  they  have  been  allotted 

to 

(fl)  22  Bum.  471.  (6)  3  H.  of  L.  Cas,  341. 
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1868.       ^  ^°^  accepted  by  him,  so  as  to  make  a  valid  binding 

•■^v-^^      contract  at  law  between  the  parties.    This  differs  from 

^Tt^^Inl^n    Yelland's  Case  (a),  in  which  there  had  been  a  complete 

registration  and  acceptance  of  the  script.  Here^  the 
acts  are  all  those  of  the  directors,  Mr.  Cookney  has  done 
nothing  to  ratify  them,  and  he  positively  refused  to 
execute  the  deed  or  acknowledge  his  liability,  and,  ever 
since  I8o2,  he  has  repudiated  the  shares. 


Teleokaph 

CoMPAMT 
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Cooknet's 
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Secondly,  the  specific  shares  stated  to  be  allotted  to 
him  have  been  transferred  to  another  person,  and  he 
cannot  be  compelled  to  take  other  shares,  or  bear  the 
burthen  attached  to  them. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Humphrey  for  the  Official 
Manager.  Mr.  Cookney  is  a  contributory ;  he  instructed 
his  friend  Mr.  Curzon  to  apply  for  fifty  shares,  which 
he  did,  they  were  allotted  to  Mr.  Cookney  accordingly, 
and  were  paid  for  by  him.  His  name  is  entered  as  a 
shareholder  in  the  deed  and  every  book  and  return  of 
the  company;  he  never  repudiated  the  act  of  his  agent 
or  applied  for  the  return  of  his  money.  He  was,  there- 
fore, entitled  to  participate  in  the  profits,  and  the  com- 
pany could  not  have  resisted  his  claim  to  a  share  of 
them ;  if  so,  he  is,  on  the  other  hand,  liable  for  the  losses 
of  the  concern,  and  is  a  contributory.  It  is  true,  that  he 
has  not  executed  the  deed,  but  that  is  not  a  requisite 
for  fixing  a  person  with  the  character  of  shareholder 
or  contributory,  and  though  he  refused  to  execute  the 
deed,  he  did  not  abfindon  the  shares  or  repudiate  the 
acts  of  his  agent  Mr.  Curzon.  In  truth  he  has 
attempted  to  play  fast  and  loose,  to  secure  the  profits 
and  escape  the  loss. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  in  reply. 


(a)  5  De  Gex  ^  Sm.  395;  21  Law  J.  (CA.)  852. 


The 
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The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls.  1858. 

I  consider  the  first  transaction  constituted  Mr.  Cook"  Tbe  Elkctbio 
ney  a  contributory ;  bis  own  evidence  establisbes  this,      c^',*-'" 
He  constituted  Mr.  Curzon  bis  agent,  for  tbe  purpose   of  Ibklamd. 
of  obtaining  and  accepting  fifty  shares,  and  he  furnished     CooKmr't 
him  with  the  money  to  pay  for  them.     Mr.  Curzon 
acted  for  him,  and  the  fifty  shares  were  allotted  to  and 
paid  for  by  Mr.  Cookney,     In  that  state  of  circum- 
stances, standing  alone,  Mr.  Cookney  became  entitled 
to  the  dividends  and  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  a  share- 
holder. 

I  wish  to  look  at  the  evidence,  in  order  to  see  whether 
his  subsequent  acts  amounted  to  a  repudiation  of  the 
shares,  and  whether  it  was  acted  on  by  the  company. 

As  to  the  alteration  of  the  s<hares,  that  is  only  ma- 
terial as  shewing  whether  the  company  acted  on  any 
repudiation. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  Mr.  Cookney  is  a  <;ontributory.  I  have  Jti/jf20« 
looked  through  the  books  and  the  evidence,  and  the 
way  in  which  the  matter  strikes  roe  is  this: — I  am 
clear  that  there  was  a  distinct  agreement  to  become  a 
shareholder,  that  Mr.  Curzon  was  authorized  by  Mr. 
Cookney  to  take  the  shares,  that  they  were  allotted  to 
him  and  so  entered  in  the  books  of  the  company,  and 
I  find  nothing  to  shew  that  he  ever  repudiated  them 
before  the  order  to  wind  up  was  made.  It  is  true,  that 
he  refused  to  execute  the  deed,  but  even  then  he  did  not 
repudiate  the  shares. 

The  evidence  is  very  vague  and  indefinite  as  to  his 
subsequent  receipt  of  letters  and  notices  from  the  com- 
pany. 
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pany,  and  it  is  very  diflScult  to  draw  any  conclusion 
from  it;  but  it  is  to  be  observed^  that  the  Official 
Manager  could  not  prove  all  the  notices  which  the  com- 
pany had  sent  to  all  the  various  persons^  and  the 
matter  rests  solely  on  the  cross-examination  of  Mr. 
Coohney  himself^  which  contains  nothing  positive  on 
the  subject. 


Mr.  Cookney  also  attempts  to  escape  being  made  a 
contributory,  on  the  ground  of  an  alteration  having  been 
made  in  the  shares,  and  on  looking  at  the  books,  it 
appears  that  the  shares  originally  allotted  were  trans- 
ferred to  other  persons,  and  new  ones  given  to  him.  If 
this  had  been  done  in  consequence  of  his  refusing  to 
execute  the  deed,  I  should  take  the  transfer  as  evidence 
that  the  company  had  acted  on  his  repudiation.  That 
IS  not  the  case,  they  always  kept  him  on  the  list,  and  I 
do  not  find  any  list  in  which  his  name  is  not  entered. 
Finding  no  distinct  repudiation,  and  this  objection  not 
having  been  mentioned  until  after  the  question  occurred, 
I  think  he  is  to  be  treated  as  a  contributory. 

I  proceed  on  Yelland's  Case  (a). 

(a)  5  Be  Gex  Sf  Sm,  395. 


Note. — Cookney  afterwards  appealed,  but  the  Lords  Justices,  on  the 
drd  of  November,  1858,  refused  his  morion,  with  costs. 
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BROWN  V.  TRUMPER.  j^^  ^^  ^^ 

TN  SepUmber,  1805,  Sir  Charles  H.  Palmer,  by  deed,  Demite  for 
^    demised  a  farm  to  Trumper  for  seven  years,  at  a  JJuhVpiw'so, 
rent  of  528i,  and  IVumper  covenanted  with  Sir  Charles  that,  notwith- 

■tandiog  any* 

H.  Palmer  that  be  would,  at  all  times  during  tbe  con-  thing  before 

tjnuance  of  tbe  said  demise,  at  his  and  their  own  costs  <^i|t^"^*  if 

'  notice  ■hould 

and  cbaiiges,  when,  where  and  so  often  as  need  should  not  be  giren 

be  and  require,  and  particularly  if  solicited  so  to  do  by  ^y^^  le^ilt^ 

the  said  Sir  Charles  JET.  Palmer,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  by  the  end  of  the 

notice  in  writing,  in  forty  days  after  every  such  notice,  gbould  be  con- 

well  and  substantially  repair,  uphold,  scour,  cleanse,  w^ered  a  leaae 

upon  the  same 
amend,  maintam  and  keep  in  good  substantial  repair  covenantt, 

all  the  said  demised  messuages  or  tenements,  outhouses,  ^"  ^til^no- 

edifices,  buildings,  barns,  stables,  hedges,  ditches,  Thames  tice  to  deter- 

banks,  gates,  stiles,  posts,  rails,  walls  and  mounds  of  t|,at  (1,^  ^^    ' 

and  belonging  to  the  said  demised  premises,  and  the  ^^*^J^^ 

same  premises  being  so  well  and  substantially  repaired,  the  seven 

cleansed,  scoured  and  kept,  at  the  end  or  other  sooner  y®*"  ""'^  ^ 
'    ^  ^  '  put  an  end  to 

determination  of  the  said  term  of  seven  years,  should  by  notice,  and 
and  would,  peaceably  and  quietly,  leave  and  yield  up  nants*co^*" 

unto  tbe  said  Sir  Charles  H.  Palmer,  his  heirs  and  tinned  bind- 
ing. 

a8«gn»-  Covenant 

by  farm  tenant 

The  lease  contained  a  proviso,  that  for  and  notwith-  guntially"  to 
standing  anything  thereinbefore  contained  to  the  con-  J*P«i*;  *f,^^, 

trary,  subttantiafre- 
pair,"  and  so 
"  well  and  sobstantially  repaired'*  to  yield  up  at  the  end  of  the  term :  Held,  that  the 
tenant  was  bound  to  give  up  the  premises  in  as  good  a  state  of  repair  as  when  he  took 
possession,  and  that  they  must  be  inferred  to  have  been  then  in  a  tenantable  state. 
The  landlord  having  become  changed  during  the  term,  and  a  claim  for  dilapidations 
being  now  made  by  the  existing  landlord,  held,  that  the  tenant  was  entitled  to  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  state  of  repair  when  the  present  landlord's  title  accrued. 


22  CA93  IV  CHaJECZZT. 


ISog.        trwT.  IBB  a  esse  sz  maioa"  aniocg  ix  priLa^  siftoold 

r««  3«r  uLc  af  lie  zmras  taHr-G:^  to  tic  ocber. 


•boKjd  be  rnrwayrqi  &£  &  jorse  z=*nL  nie 


^  ^cvjcs  be  £H<es  or  left  bj 
Sir  Charia  H,  Pmtm^.  is  ^nrs  cr  mig^as,  at  the 
dveffisg-bcHae  oi  vat  ajd  WtLim  Tiia/ni ,  fas  cxe- 
cstors  or  idKEmrmtoR  or  ssseg^Sw  cr  at  the  dwcllicg- 
hooK  therebr  deKKcd,  cr  Axji  be  ET«m  br  tbe  said 
mZSoB  Trvaper,  Hb  execstors  or  adcioistfators,  to 
tbe  said  Sir  Cimrla  A.  PmSme-f  ks  been  or  asngns,  to 
qoh  at  a  jneimdmas  m  anj  year  after  tbe  expiratioa 
of  tbe  tberebr  leCteo  term  of  sevvc  rears. 

Bt  a  memoraDdmn  eodorsed  oo  tbe  lease,  three  cot- 
tages,  whh  tbeir  apportenaDcesv  were  added  to  the  de- 
mke,  at  an  additioiial  rent  of  HL  12i. 

In  Marckj  1812,  before  the  expintioo  of  seren  years, 
articles  of  agreement  were  entered  into  between  the  two 
parties,  whereby  tbe  tenant  igreed  to  pay  an  additional 
rent,  making  7472.  12t.  in  tbe  whole,  and  Sir  CkarUt 
agreed  not  to  giTc  notice  to  quit  preTioos  to  September, 
1819.  The  rent  receiTed  afterwards  Taried  in  1820 
and  1832,  bat  it  did  not  appear  under  what  circum- 
stances. 

Sir  Charles  derised  this  property  to  Jokm  Palmer  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
(which  Uled),  with  remainder  to  Hemry  Palmer  for  life^ 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail. 


Sir 
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Sir  CharUi  Palmer  died  in  1838.  John  Pahmr  then 
entered  into  possession,  and  died  in  1862.  Henry 
Palmer  entered  into  possession,  and  he  and  his  son 
barred  the  entail. 
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Trumper^  the  tenant,  died  in  January^  1854,  and  im* 
mediately  after  Henry  Palmer  gave  his  administratrix 
notice  to  quit. 

The  estate  of  Trumper,  the  tenant,  was  administered 
in  this  suit,  and  Henry  Palmer  carried  in  a  claim  of 
390/.  for  dilapidation,  on  the  ground  that  the  tenancy 
continued  from  1805  to  1854  under  the  original  lease. 
One  of  the  items  of  the  estimate  was  for  125/.  for  re- 
storing one  four-roomed  cottage,  which  had  fallen  down 
twenty-three  years  ago,  and  which  the  evidence  stated 
to  have  been  in  a  very  dilapidated  state  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  tenancy.  This  claim  was  adjourned 
iDto  Court. 

•  There  was  some  evidence  of  a  claim  having  been 
made  by  Henry  Palmer  for  dilapidation  against  the 
estate  of  his  brother  John  Palmer. 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Lewis  for  Mr.  Henry  Palmer. 
A  tenant  holding  over  at  the  expiration  of  a  written 
lease  holds  under  the  same  covenants,  and  the  advance 
of  rent  makes  no  difference;  JDigby  ▼.  Atkinson  (a). 
The  Statute  of  Limitations  is  set  up,  but  it  is  inapplin 
cable,  for  there  was  a  continuing  breach  of  the  covenant, 
and  the  breach  of  the  covenant  to  yield  up  in  substantial 
repair  took  place  at  the  end  of  the  term. 

Mr.  TF.  R,  Ellis  for  the  administratrix.    There  was 

a  legal 

(a)  4  Campbell,  275. 


Teumpbe. 
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1858.       a  legal  demise  for  seren  years  only,  and  a  new  tenancy 
^  eommenced   under  the  agreement  of  Marek^    1812. 

Besides,  the  Tariation  of  the  rent,  from  time  to  time, 
also  affords  a  presumption  that  there  was  a  new  tenancy. 
The  additional  term  is,  therefore,  under  the  agreement, 
and  not  under  the  lease.  If  so,  the  tenancy  was  not 
created  by  an  instrument  under  seal,  and  the  benefit  of 
the  covenant  did  not  pass  to  the  assignee  of  the  rever* 
sion,  and  therefore  Henry  Palmer  cannot  sue,  for  the 
statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  c  34,  only  applies  to  cases  of 
demises  by  deed ;  Standen  r.  Ckristmas  (a). 

The  tenant  holding  orer  was  not  liable  on  an  implied 
contract  to  put  the  premises  in  repair,  and,  if  he  were, 
be  would  be  only  liable  to  place  them  in  a  tenantable 
state  of  repair,  having  regard  to  their  state  and  condition 
when  the  claimant's  title  accrued ;  the  benefit  of  all 
former  breaches  belonged  to  his  predecessors  in  the 
estate.  The  case  is  like  Johnson  v.  The  Churchwardens 
of  St.  Peter's f  Hereford  {b),  where  "J.  demised  to  /?., 
for  a  term  of  years,  two  messuages ;  the  lease  contained 
a  covenant  by  B,y  that  he  would,  during  the  term,  keep 
the  premises  in  repair  and  leave  them,  at  the  end  of  the 
term,  in  good  repair,  and  in  the  same  state  as  they  were 
in  at  the  beginning.  At  the  end  of  the  term,  the  mes- 
suages were  out  of  repair,  and  had  been  converted  into 
a  single  house.  B.  held  on  without  a  fresh  lease,  and 
C  afterwards  purchased  the  reversion  of  A.y  and  B. 
continued  to  hold  on  under  C.  It  was  held,  first,  that 
B.  was  not  liable  in  assumpsit,  on  an  implied  contract 
to  put  the  messuages  in  such  repair,  and  in  the  same 
state  as  they  were  in  at  the  commencement  of  the  term ; 
and  secondly,  that,  supposing  B.  so  liable,  C  had  no 

right 

(fl)  10  Q.B.  Rep.  135.  (6)  4  Ad.  ^  Ell.  520. 
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right  of  action  for  breaches  of  the  contract  committed 
befofe  he  purchased  the  reversioo." 

In  StanUjf  ▼.  Towgood  (a),  it  was  held,  thai  a  co^er 
nant  to  keep  and  leave  a  bouse  in  repair  was  satisfied 
by  keeping  it  in  substantial  repair  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  buikling,  and,  with  a  view  to  determine  the 
relative  sufficiency  of  the  repair,  the  jury  might  inquire 
whether  the  house  was  new  or  okl  at  the  time  of  the 
demise. 


1868. 


Here  the  tenant's  estate  cannot  be  liable  to  do  more 
than  to  place  the  premises  in  the  same  state  of  repair  as 
they  were  when  Mr.  H€Krjf  Palmer\  title  accrued  in 
1852. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.^ 

I  should  like  to  read  the  lease ;  my  impression  at  pre- 
sent is,  that  this  was  a  demise  for  seven  years  certain, 
and  for  so  much  longer  as  they  should  think  fit,  with 
liberty  to  either  party  to  put  an  end  to  it. 

At  a  subsequent  period,  the  landlord  arranged  not  to 
give  notice  to  quit  before  September ^  1819,  but  the 
original  demise  went  on  as  long  as  the  tenant  remained 
in  possession,  and  the  burden  of  proving  that  it  was  put 
an  end  to  lies  on  the  tenant. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  covenant  to  repair  continued 
to  the  end  of  the  demise,  and  that  the  tenant  was  bound 
at  that  time  to  give  up  possession  of  4he  premises  in 
as  good  a  state  of  repair  as  when  he  took  possession. 
I  infer  that  it  was  then  in  a  tenantable  state  of  repair ; 
the  expression  is  vague,  but  is  well  understood. 

I  should 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  4. 
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I  should  therefore  hold,  that,  at  the  end  of  the  temiy 
he  was  boand  to  deliver  up  the  premises  in  a  tenantable 
state  of  repair.  His  administratrix  may  go  into  evidence 
as  to  amount  of  the  liability  of  the  tenant's  estate,  or  as 
to  the  state  of  repair  in  1852,  when  the  claimant's  right 
accrued.  I  am  satisfied,  that  if  an  old  bam  were  pulled 
down  and  a  new  one  erected,  the  tenant  would  be  bound 
to  deliver  it  up ;  but  if  the  tenant  pulled  down  a  bam, 
and  the  landlord  took  no  notice  of  it  for  a  number  of 
years,  I  should  infer,  either  that  it  had  been  done  with 
the  permission  and  free  will  of  the  landlord,  or  that  he 
had  waived  the  breach  of  covenant. 


I  think  the  landlord  is  entitled  to  charge  the  tenant's 
estate  with  such  a  sum  as  is  necessary  to  put  the  pre- 
mises into  a  proper  tenantable  state  of  repair. 


Jii/y  19.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  adhered  to  his  opinion. 
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WHITE  V.  WAKLEY.    (No.  1.) 

Jufy  6,  12. 

Y  a  lease,  dated  in  Jufy,  I7989  ^  certain  messuage,  Under  a  lease 

«ii*i  ii*  j'ji*         ^  of  a  fann,  the 

dwelling-bouse  and  farm  were  demised  for  a  term  tenant  was 
of  ninety-nine  years,  if  three  persons  or  any  of  them  bound  to  keep 
should  so  long  live,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  2/.,  and  a  heriot  the  buildings 
on  the  death  of  each  of  the  lives.    The  lessee  covenanted  J?  ^  erected 

thereon. 

to  pay  the  rent,  and  that  he,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c..  During  the 
should  and  would,  at  his  and  their  own  costs  and  ex*  |^^q/  ^^h 
penses,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  during  the  the  permission 
term  thereby  granted,  toell  and  guffidently  repair ^  uphold,  lo^d,  who  was 
sustain  and  maintain  the  said  demised  premises,  and  ^^^^  ^^  \he 

,  manor,  built 

every  pait  thereof,  and  all  erections,  buildings,  hedges  a  house  on 
and  fences  to  be  erected  and  built  on  the  same  pre«  ^  ^f  7?^ ,, 

'  adjoining  the 

mises,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  same  premises,  so  farm,  and  he 
well  and  sufficiently  repaired,  upheld,   sustained   and  ^"{h^theVarm. 
maintained,  and  in  good  and  substantial  repair,  in  all  Held,  that  the 

,  ,  ,  •  1  •       •        tenant  was  also 

thmgB  whatsoever,  at  the  end  or  sooner  determmation  ^^^^^  ^^  ^y^^^ 
of  the  said  term,  should  and  would   peaceably   and  gation  to  keep 

,  .     this  house 

quietly  leave  and  yield  up  unto  the  said   lessor,   his  in  repair, 
executors,   administrators    or    assigns,    without  doing 
thereon  any  manner  of  waste,  spoil   or  injury  what- 
soever. 


The  lease  determined  by  the  death  of  the  testator  in 
the  cause,  Francis  Newbery^  who  remained  tenant  down 
to  his  death. 

It  appeared  that  in  1^03,  Francis  Ne^bery,  with  the 
sanction  or  permission  of  the  landlord,  who  was  lord  of 
the  manor,  built  a  house  and  fitrm  buildings  on  the  waste 
adjoining  the  &rm,  which  were  held  and  enjoyed  by  the 
tenant  down  to  the  termination  of  the  lease. 

VOL.  XXVI.  c  At 
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1858.  At  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  the  |>reniises  were  out 

of  repair,  and  the  landlord  claimed  a  som  of  124/.  2s. 

in  respect  of  the  dilapidations,  and  the  question  was, 

^J^"'      whether  the  estate  of  the  tenant  Mr.  Newbery  was 
(»a  1.)        ,  .... 

liable  for  the  dilapidations,  in  respect  of  the  honse  and 

turn  buildings  erected  in  1803  on  the  waste,  and  not 

comprised  in  the  demise. 

Mr.  Setwyn  and  Mr.  Smdys  for  the  landlord.  The 
tenant,  baring  bcilt  the  boose  with  the  assent  of  the 
landlord,  held  it  opon  the  same  terms  as  the  rest  of  the 
property  demised.  In  equity,  the  additional  property 
became  included  in  the  lease,  and  the  parties  became 
entitled  to  the  same  rights  and  subject  to  the  same 
liabilities,  in  respect  of  it,  as  those  affecting  the  pro- 
perty specifically  demised.  The  tenant  was  in  the  same 
situation  as  one  holding  over  after  the  expiration  of  a 
lease,  in  which  case,  he  holds  subject  to  the  same  rent 
and  covenants. 

The  tenant  was,  therefore,  bound  to  keep  the  house 
and  buildings  in  repair,  and  his  estate  is  now  liable  for 
the  amount  of  dilapidations. 

Mr.  C.  C.  Barber  for  the  Plaintiff.  A  party  in 
possession  of  land  not  comprised  in  his  lease  is  a 
mere  tenant  at  will,  and  he  may  be  turned  out  at 
any  moment. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Hanson  in  the  same  interest 
The  tenant  was  not  liable  for  buildings  not  comprised 
in  his  lease,  h%  has  entered  into  no  obligation,  and  no 
contract  ever  existed  with  respect  to  them  which  this 
Court  could  have  enforced,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  alone 
would  have  presented  a  complete  obstacle. 

If 
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If  the  house  had  been  built  by  the  landlord,  it  might 
have  been  reasonable  for  the  tenant  to  keep  it  in  repair, 
but  here  it  was  built  by  the  tenant,  and  it  would  not  be 
equitable  to  compel  him  to  rebuild  a  house  voluntarily 
erected  by  him. 
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Mr.  Sehoyn  in  reply. 

The  following  cases  were  relied  on  i-r-Doe  d.  Har^ 
rison  v.  MurreU{a);  Doe  d.  Lewis  v.  Ilees(b);  Yem 
V.  Edwards  (c);  Doe  v.  Pearsey(d);  Bryan  v.  Win- 
wood  (e) ;  Doe  v.  Jones  (/) ;  Douse  v.  £arl  (g) ;  Dann 
V.  Spwrrier  (A) ;  The  Master  of  Clare  Hall  v.  Hard- 
ing (t) ;  Powell  v.  TAonuiS  (A). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — I  will  consider  this  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  motion  to  vary  a  certificate. 

The  facts  are  these : — In  July,  1798,  there  was  a 
demise,  not  including  the  land  in  question,  and  the 
tenant  covenanted  to  repair  and  keep  in  repair  the 
buildings  erected  and  to  be  erected.  In  1803,  the 
tenant,  with  the  sanction  or  permission  of  the  landlord, 
who  was  lord  of  the  manor,  built  a  house  and  farm 
buildings  on  the  waste  adjoining  the  farm,  and  held  them 
with  the  farm  until  the  termination  of  the  lease,  which 
expired  with  the  death  of  the  tenant,  who  was  also  the 

testator. 


(a)  8  Car.  4  P.  134. 
(6)  6  Car.  if  P.  610. 
(0  1  De  Gex  4r  Jonef,  598. 

(d)  7  Ham.  if  Cr.  304. 

(e)  1  rating  208. 


(/)  15  Mee,  Sf  W.  580. 
(g)  3  Ltv'ms,  264. 
(1)  7  Fdf.  p.  235. 
(i)  6  hare,  273. 
ik)  6  Hartf  300. 
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185&  testator,  FrameU  Sembery.  The  landlord  now  inBists, 
tbat  Mr.  Newbenfs  estate  is  liable  to  pat  this  house  and 
baildiDgs  ioto  repair ;  bat  his  representative  insists  that 
this  land  was  not  included  in  the  covenant,  that  FntMciM 
Newbery  was  merely  tenant  at  will,  and  that  nothing  is 
dae  from  his  estate  in  respect  of  it. 

At  law,  the  estate  of  the  testator  would  certainly  not 
be  liable ;  the  land  is  not  included  in  the  covenant,  and 
an  action  of  covenant  would  produce  nothing. 

But  this  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  conclusive  of  the 
matter.  The  question  is,  whether  there  was  not  an  im- 
plied contract  between  the  landlord  and  the  tenant,  that 
the  land  so  occupied  and  the  buildings  erected  upon 
it  sboold  be  treated  as  part  of  the  original  demise,  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions.  There  was  nothing  in 
writing;  all  that  appears  is,  that  the  land  and  the 
buildings  on  it  were  held  with  the  original  land  de- 
mised, until  the  end  of  the  term. 

In  order  to  test  this  case,  I  have  thought  it  proper  to 
consider  what  this  Court  would  have  done,  if  the  land- 
lord had,  immediately  after  the  house  and  buildings 
had  been  erected  on  the  waste,  sought  to  evict  the 
tenant,  and  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  erections  for  his 
own  use  and  benefit  Upon  the  principle  of  Dann  v. 
Spurrier  {a)  \  Powell  y.  Thomas  {Jb\  with  the  limitations 
imposed  upon  it  by  The  Master  of  Clare  Hall  v.  Hard- 
inff{c),  I  entertain  no  doubt,  that  this  Court  would  have 
interposed,  by  injunction,  to  prevent  the  landlord  from 
obtaining  the.  possession  and  benefit  of  the  house  and 
buildings  which  he  bad  thus  permitted  to  be  erected.  I 
then  put  this  question : — at  what  period  would  the  right 

of 

(a)  7  Veu  285.  (6)  6  Hare,  300.  (c)  6  Hare,  273. 
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of  the  tenant  to  oiU  od  this  Court  to  prevent  the  landlord  1868. 
from  evicting  him  have  expired  ?  could  this  Court  have 
said  one  year,  or  two  or  three,  or  more  ?  could  it  have 
arrived  at  any  conclusion  hj  fixing  what  may  be  called 
a  reasonable  time  ?  Obviously  it  could  not.  It  would 
have  held,  that  the  implied  contract  and  the  implied 
permissioo  was  for  the  period  of  the  demise.  Again,  if 
the  landlord  had  insisted  on  rent  being  paid  for  the  use 
and  occupation  of  the  house  and  buildings,  after  having 
allowed  the  tenant  to  occupy  it  for  many  years  withool 
paying  any  rent,  would  this  Court  have  empowered  or 
permitted  the  enforcement  of  the  payment  ?  I  think  not ; 
it  would  have  said,  that  the  dealings  between  the  parties 
shew  what  the  contract  was  between  them,  and  that 
such  course  of  dealings  was  not  now  to  be  changed.  But 
then  this  question  naturally  follows,  is  all  the  advantage 
to  be  on  one  side  ?  Is  it  to  be  implied,  from  the  per- 
mission to  build  by  the  landlord,  that  the  tenant  was  to 
hold  it  during  the  terms  of  the  original  lease,  and  that 
be  was  to  pay  no  rent  for  it,  and  yet  that  he  might  let  it 
tumble  down,  and  at  the  end  of  the  term  deliver  up  the 
waste  encumbered  with  useless  rubbish  ?  Again,  could 
the  tenant  have  pulled  down  the  house,  and  sold  the 
materials  at  any  period  of  the  term,  and  would  this 
Court  have  refused  an  injunction  at  the  instance  of  the 
landlord  to  prevent  such  destruction?  I  think  these 
questions  must  be  answered  in  the  negative.  I  think 
that  the  reason  why  this  Court  would  have  restrained 
the  eviction  of  the  tenant  as  soon  as  it  was  built  is  this : 
— it  would  have  treated  the  permission  of  the  landlord 
to  build  as  equivalent  to  a  permission,  on  his  part,  that 
the  thing  built  should  be  treated  as  part  of  the  original 
demise,  and  the  Court,  so  treating  it,  would  also  have 
treated  the  act  of  the  tenant,  by  building  on  and  hold- 
ing the  other  property,  as  an  engagement,  on  his  part, 

that 
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1868.       that  it  should  be  treated  as  part  of  the  land  origiDally 
demised. 

If  so,  that  settles  the  question,  for  I  cannot,  in  favor 
of  the  tenant,  hold,  that  it  is  to  be  treated  as  part  of 
the  original  demise,  and  that  the  landlord  can  neither 
recover  possession  of  it  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term,  nor  demand  any  additional  rent  for  it,  and  deny, 
in  favor  of  the  landlord,  that  all  the  conditions,  cove- 
nants and  agreements  which  apply  to  the  property  ori- 
ginally demised,  do  in  equity  apply  also  to  that  which  is 
added  to  and  treated  as  part  of  it. 

What  order  ought  this  Court  to  have  made,  if,  as  soon 
as  the  house  was  built,  the  landlord  had  sought  to  re- 
cover possession?  This  Court  would,  in  my  opinion, 
have  restrained  him  from  recovering  possession,  on  the 
ground  that,  as  between  him  and  his  tenant,  this  land 
was  to  be  treated  as  part  of  the  land  originally  demised : 
so  treating  it,  1  also  consider  it  to  be  subject  to  all  the 
same  obligations,  and  clothed  with  all  the  same  ad- 
vantages as  were  to  be  found  in  the  original  indenture 
of  demise. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  certificate  is  wrong,  and 
that  a  proper  allowance  ought  to  be  made  for  the  dilapi- 
dations of  the  house  and  buildings. 
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WHITE  V.  WAKLEY.    (No.  2.) 

July  12, 15. 

rpHE  testator  gave  to  his  brother,  Joseph  Newbertfy  a  testator 
-*•     the  interest  of  2,000/.  for  life,  and,  at  his  decease,  «*^«  2,000'.  in 

'  '         '  '  remainder  to 

to  be  equally  divided  between  his  (the  testator's)  sisters,  bis  ntten,  ex- 

except  his  sister  Sarah.    He  then  gave  to  his  said  sister  b^^then  cave 
Sarah  the  interest  of  1,000/.  for  her  life,  with  remainder  a  legacy  to  A. 
over,  and  then  proceeded  as  follows : — ''  to  each  of  my  gn^e  « to  each 
sisters,  namely,  Mary  Ann^  Charlotte  and  Betsey ^  I  ofhiiswteri, 

1  .  namely,  Js., 

give  and  bequeath  5(X)/.,  making  1,600/.,  and  in  case  of  C.  and  !>., 
death  to  either,  their  portion  to  go  to  the  surviving  fi^ndincale 
sisters  above  mentioned.**  of  death  of 

either,  their 
portion  to  go 

Charlotte  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  whereby  her  *?  *1*«  «J«'- 
1  /•  P'r\r\i  I  11  1  ...  vivmg  ftsten 

legacy  of  500/.  became  payable  to  "  the  surviving  sisters  ahove  men- 
above  mentioned;"  and  the  question  was,  whether  those  ?^®^*    ^^^ 
surviving  sisters  consisted  of  Mary  Ann  and  Betsey^  not  included 
who  were  the  only  other  sisters   mentioned   in   that  j^^^^nir^ 
clause,  or  whether  the  gift  extended  to  Sarah,  who  was  >isten. 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  part  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Hardy,  for  Sarah,  contended  that  she  was  one 
of  the  surviving  sisters,  and  was  '*  above  mentioned," 
and  that  therefore  she  participated. 

Mr.  C,  Hall,  contrd,  argued  that  the  words  **  above 
mentioned"  referred  to  the  last  antecedent  gift  to  the 
three  sisters,  placed  under  a  videlicet,  and  that  Sarah 
was  excluded. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  Sarah  is  excluded^  and  that 
"  the  surviving  sisters "  meant  the  survivors  of  Mary 
Ann,  Charlotte  and  Betsey  only.  When  a  testator 
gives  money  to  several  named  individuals,  and,  if  any 
should  die,  then  to  the  survivors,  the  gift  by  surrivor- 
ship  would,  prima  facie ,  apply  to  the  class  to  whom  it 
is  given.  Here  the  testator  has  provided  for  Sarah 
separately  and  distinctly  from  his  other  sisters;  but  if 
he  had  said  simply,  I  give  1,500/.  to  Mary  Anny  Char- 
lotte and  Betsey,  and  **  in  case  of  death  to  go  to  the  sur- 
viving sisters,"  I  should  have  had  no  doubt  The  only 
doubt  is  created  by  the  words  ^'  above  mentioned.*'  I 
think,  however,  that  it  means  the  same  thing,  viz.,  ^'  the 
surviving  sisters  I  have  last  above  mentioned,"  and  that 
these  words  do  not  extend  to  Sarah. 


HUGHES  V.  JONES. 

July  8,  13. 
Decree  made     ^T^HIS  was  a  claim  by  a  vendor  for  specific  perform* 

r*  !Id*h^h^"  ance,  but  raising  no  question  as  to  the  acceptance 

varied  on  mo-   of  title.     At  the  hearing,  in  April  last,  the  Defendant 

did  not  appear,  and  an  absolute  decree  was  thereupon 

made  against  him  for  a  specific  performance  with  costs. 

The  Defendant  attended  the  Registrar  on  the  drawing 

up  of  the  decree. 


lion  and  with- 
out a  petition 
of  appeal. 

A  rendor 
filed  a  claim 
fbr  specific 
performance, 
and  gave  no- 
tice of  motion 
fbr  a  decree. 
The  Defend* 
ant  did  not 
Appear,  and 
a  decree  was 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  F.  Simpson  now  moTed 
that  the  cause  might  be  reheard,  and  that  a  referenee 
as  to  title  might  be  inserted  in  the  decree,  and  that  the 

PlaintifiTs 


made  a|talutt 

him»  direetlt\|r  a  vpeotfic  perltkrmance^  without  anv  lefeteiice  as  to  tide.  Sahse<pientl7, 
U|mn  the  mim^^)  of  the  l>efVndant«  the  Court  allowed  a  reference  as  to  title  to  be 
iiiaerted  tn  the  decree.  n|H>n  hie  pi^vinfr  all  the  costs  of  the  apphcatkm. 
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Plaintiff's  costs  of  the  suit  might  be  reserved.    They        1868. 


cited  Tripp's  Forms  (a) ;  Clivs  ?•  Beaumont  (h) ;  OasUm 

▼•  Frankum  (c).  «, 

JoMBt. 

Mr.  Seboyu  and  Mr.  F.  Webb,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

A  decree  cannot  be  altered  on  motion,  there  must 
be  a  petition  of  rehearing  signed  by  two  counsel  and 
a  deposit  made.  The  Defendant,  after  the  decree  had 
been  pronounced,  attended  at  the  Registrar's  office  and 
acquiesced  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  drawn  up ;  and 
the  Registrar  is  of  opinion  that  a  reference  as  to  title 
is  never  made,  unless  asked  by  the  purchaser  at  the 
hearing.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — I  do  not  think 
the  Plaintiff  wrong  in  taking  a  decree  in  this  form.] 
The  Defendant  might  have  obtained  a  reference  at  any 
time,  and  he  has  waived  that  right  by  his  conduct  and 
by  his  default    They  cited  Flower  v.  Gedye{(i). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

'I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to 
have  the  case  reheard  and  to  have  a  reference  as  to 
title  on  payment  of  all  the  costs  of  this  application. 
I  will  reserve  my  opinion  as  to  the  costs  incurred  down 
to  the  6rst  hearing ;  but  the  affidavit  filed  since  the  first 
hearing  must  not  influence  my  judgment  as  to  these 
costs. 


TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  read  the  affidavits  and  am  satisfied  that  if,       Ju/y  13. 
when  the  case  came  before  me  in  the  first  instance,  it 
had  been  argued  on  both  sides,  I  should  not  then  have 
given  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  suit.    I  suspect  that 

this 

(a)  Pm  64.  (c)  2  Be  O.  if  Sm.  561. 

{h)  1  VeG.iSm.  887.  (i)  23  Beao.  449. 
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1868.  ^^^^  >s  ^^^  of  those  cases  in  which  a  person  desirous  of 
buying  a  piece  of  land,  bids  for  it  without  the  means  of 
paying  for  it :  in  which  case,  the  state  of  the  law  enables 

JoMBi.  him  to  obtain  time  by  interposing  a  great  number  of 
diflSculties.     I  cannot,  however,  act  on  this  suspicion. 

All  I  can  do  is  to  reserve  the  costs  until  the  case 
comes  before  me.  Therefore,  upon  the  Defendant  pay- 
ing the  costs  of  this  motion,  I  will  alter  the  decree 
made  at  the  first  hearing  of  this  claim,  by  directing  the 
usual  reference  as  to  title  and  by  reserving  the  Plain- 
tiff's costs  of  the  original  hearing. 


KING  V.  CLEAVELAND.    (No.  1.) 

Gift  to  "legal  HPHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1841,  bequeathed 

S^tivlr^'"^  ^  s"™  ^f  "^^OOO/.  Three  and  a  half  per  cents,  to 

■hare  and  trustees,  upon  trusts  which  he  declared  in  the  followinsr 

Held  to  mean  terms  : — *^  Upon  trust  to  stand  possessed  thereof,  and 

"®55?^H°'  to  pay  and  apply  the  interest  and  dividends  thereof  to 

Rules  for  '^  ^             ^'^  ^ 

construing  and  for  the  use  and  behoof  of  my  brother  Richard 

gifts  by  sub-  JPrancis  Cleaveland,  and  his  wife  Eliza  Cleaveland.  and 

stitution.  '              ^                                              ' 

Gift  to  one  the  survivor  of  them,  for  his  and  her  natural  lives ;  and 

after  his  de-  ^^^  the  decease  of  my  said  brother  and  his  said  wife, 

cease,  to  his  then  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  said  sum  of  4,000Z. 

children  ^  ''              '      •'                                        . 

<*  then  living,  Stock  equally  amongst  my  nephews  and  nieces  (children 

or  their  IcgJ  ^f       ggj^j  brother  Richard  Francis  CUaveland  and  his 

personal  re-  - 

presentatives,  said  wife)  then  living ^  or  their  legal  personal  representa- 

share  aUke."  ^i^^t  share  and  share  alike.** 

Held,  that  the 

representa-  The   testator  died  in    1844;    his  brother  Richard 

a^inct  Francis  died  in  1849,  and  his  wife  in  1857. 

class  and  not  Richard 
by  substitu- 
tion, and  that  the  representatives  of  children  who  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
and  of  those  who  were  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  participated. 
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Richard  Francis  Cleaveland  and  his  wife  bad  seven 
children,  namely,  Richard  and  Henrietta^  who  died  in      ^^^ 
1843,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  George^  who  died  «. 

in  1866,  and  four  others.    Richard  and  George  left  ^^NaLr' 
children,  who  were  Defendants,  but  Henrietta  left  none. 

The  bill  was  filed  to  have  the  construction  of  this 
bequest  declared. 

Mr.  Wichens,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  C.  Hall,  and  Mr.  C.  Webster, 
argued  the  following  points : — First,  whether  the  word 
*'  or*'  was  to  be  read  ''  and ; "  Richardson  v.  Spraag  (a) ; 
Shand  ▼.  Kidd  (i) ;  Maude  v.  Maude  (c). 

Secondly,  whether  the  words  **  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives" were  words  of  limitation. 

Thirdly,  whether,  as  representatives,  the  executors 
or  administrators  took  the  legacy  as  part  of  the  estate 
of  the  testator  or  intestate;  Long  v.  Watkinsan (d) ; 
Daniel  v.  Dudley  {e);  In  re  Crawford's  Trusts  (f)\ 
In  re  Porter^ s  Trusts  {g);  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs  (h).  They 
also  cited  Archer  v.  Jegon{j)\  Topping  v.  Howard  (fi); 
HoUoway  v.  Radcliffe{l) ;  Bulloch  v.  Bennett  (jn). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  said  he  could  not  get 
over  the  principle  acted  on  in  Baines  ▼.  Ottley  (n),  and 

by 

(a)  1  P.  Wnu.  433.  (A)  16  Beav.  557. 

(b)  19  Beav.  310.  (i)  8  Sim.  446. 

(c)  22  Beav.  290.  (k)  4  De  G.  l^  Sm.  268. 

(d)  17  Beav.  471.  (/)  23  Beav.  163. 

(0  1  PAt//*^,  1.  (m)  7  IXs  G.,  M.  ^  G.  283) 

(/)  2  JOrfiD.  230.  (n)  1  MvL  Sf  K.  465. 

(«)  4Xay4'X]88. 
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1858.  by  Vice-chancellor  Wigram  in  Smith  y.  Palmer  (a), 
which  was  also  recognized  by  Vice-Cbancelior  jEtii^ 
dergley  in  bis  judgment  in  Crawford's  Trusts  (i) ;  that 
^rN^*^^?"^  where  "  representatives*'  were  to  take,  **  share  and  share 
alike/'  it  was  inconsistent  with  the  notion,  either  that 
**  executors  or  administrators  could  be  meant,  or  that 
**  representatives*'  were  words  of  limitation.  That  he 
must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  next  of  km 
were  entitled,  and  that  they  took  in  equal  shares. 
His  Honor  then  required  the  other  points  to  be 
argued  • 

Mn  FoUitt  and  Mr.  Oshame,  The  representatives 
of  Richard  and  Henrietta^  who  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator,  do  not  participate  in  the  gift.  This  is  a 
legacy  to  a  class  of  nephews  and  nieces,  and  no  persons 
can  take  by  substitatbn  for  one  who  was  not  living  at 
the  death  of  the  testator.  The  mle  is  thus  laid  down  in 
/rt  V.  A'jii^  (c).  **  If  a  testator  give  a  legacy  to  a 
class  of  persons,  snch  as  the  childreo  of  A^  and  goes  on 
to  provide,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  one  of  the 
cMKireo  of  A.  before  the  period  of  disliibation,  the 
issue  of  sach  chiM  shall  take  their  share^  sach  issue 
caniv^l  lmke»  unices  the  parent  might  hare  taken,  and 
\\uiw^iieiilly«  if  a  chiM  of  A.  he  de^  at  the  dale  of  the 
will  or  at  the  demh  of  the  testator,  the  issne  of  that 
\^hikl  \Niinnot  take  anytbii^,'^ 


r«l»  wi^  apfit^v^  of  aa  the  c»e  of  Re  Psrier^s 
fVwiv^V  VK>^ChaiK>rik>r  ITwrfUMe  says,  « The  pro- 
IsvMtK^uin  |f*fv.irji^^»vwr«apie and weB established, 
xii.  that  wWw>^  thw^  is  a  KM)Mst  lo  a  daa^  fcUorcd  by 
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a  sobstitotional  beqaest,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  1868. 
member  of  the  class,  there,  to  determine  whether  the 
sobetitutional  bequest  is  to  take  eflfect  upon  the  death 
of  any  particular  indiyidual,  you  must  first  inquire 
whether  he  was  a  member  of  the  class  at  all.  If  he 
was  not,  it  is  impossible  to  predicate  substitution  with 
respect  to  him." 

The  fund  is  therefore  dirisible  into  fourths. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  two  children  of  Richard,  who  died 
in  the  testator's  lifetime.  The  rule,  that  where  issue  or 
children  are  substituted  for  a  parent,  the  issue  or  chil* 
dren  cannot  take  by  substitution,  unless  the  parent  was 
himself  within  the  class,  was  laid  down  in  Christopher- 
son  ▼.  Naylor  (a),  but  that  was  a  case  where  the  parent 
was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will.  Here  Richard  was 
alive  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  the  rule  does  not  apply. 
Smith  r.  Smith  (&)  is  in  point  There,  a  child,  who  was 
living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  died  in  the  testator's  life- 
time :  it  was  held,  that  his  issue  might  take  by  substi* 
tution.     Rust  y.  Baher  (c) ;  Oray  t.  Gorman  (cf ). 

The  Court  leans  to  the  construction  which  will  in- 
clude as  many  objects  as  possible;  Bouverie  v.  Bou- 
verie  (e) ;  and  it  even  considers  a  child  while  tit  ventre 
sa  mire  as  one  living  at  that  time ;  Clarhe  v.  Blahe  (/ ). 

Mr.  Teed  and  Mr.  MarteUi,  for  Richard's  widow 
and  her  trustees.    The  representative  of  Richard  took 

a  share 


(a)  1  Mer.  320.  (d)  2  Hare,  268. 

{h)  8  5mi.  353.  («)  2  PkiUipt,  349. 

(c)  8  Sim.  443.  (f)  2  Bro.  C.  C  820. 
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1858.       ^  share  by  sobstitotion ;  Gittim^  t.  M*DenmoU  (a) ; 

^•^"v^^^      Xe  Jeume  t.  Le  Jemme  (b) ;  for  Riekard  was  liring  at 

9^  the  date  of  tbe  will,  and  he  is  mentiooed  bj  name  in 

^*^^'^*'  several  parts  of  the  wilL     Under  this  gift,  any  oephew 

liiriiig  at  the  date  of  the  will  might  have  taken,  if  he  had 

happened  to  have  snnriTed  the  testator,  therefore,  in  case 

of  their  deaths,  thdr  representatiTes  take  in  their  place. 

If  every  one  of  the  nephews  and  nieces  had  died  in  the 

life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  there  would  not  have  been  a 

lapse  of  the  4,0002.  legacy. 

Mr.  Hobhouu  for  Mr.  St.  Barbe^  the  sonriving  husband 
and  legal  personal  representative  of  Hemrieita.  Ckris- 
tapAersan  v.  Naglor(c),  Tytherltigh  v.  Harbittid)  and 
Ive  V.  KiMg  (e)  do  not  apply  to  the  case ;  it  is  governed 
by  CauUhunt  v.  Carter (f).  Here  the  "personal  re- 
presentatives^ are  distinct  objects  of  the  gift.  The  sen- 
tence is  very  inaccurate  as  it  stands  and  most  be 
expanded  into  two  classes.  A  testator,  speaking  of  his 
nephews  and  nieces,  must  prima  fade  have  had  those 
who  were  living  in  his  contemplation ;  but  here  the 
other  alternative  evidently  presented  itself  to  his  mind 
of  some  being  dead,  and  this  he  has  provided  for  by 
giving  their  shares  to  their  legal  personal  represen- 
tatives, who  are  as  much  objects  of  the  gift  and  of  his 
bounty  as  the  nephews.  He  no  doubt  intended  to 
prevent  a  lapse. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Ju^  2.  I  think  the  principles  on  which  these  cases  rest  are 

now  perfectly  well  ascertained,  and  I  see  nothing  to 

qualify 

(a)  2  Myl.  if  K,  69.  {d)  6  Sim.  329. 

(6)  2  Keen,  701.  {e)  16  Bern,  46. 

(c)  1  Mer.  320.  (/)  15  Bmv.  421. 
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qualify  what  I  said  in  the  two  cases  of  Ive  v.  King  (a)        1868. 
and  Caulthurst  ▼.  Carter  (6),  in  both  of  which,  although       ^^''^ 
they  are  not  printed  in  the  same  yolume,  I  gave  judg-  ^^ 

ments  on  the  same  day,  in  order  to  point  out  the  view  Cleavblaiid. 
I  took  in  the  two  cases.  It  is  but  repeating  what  is  to 
be  found  in  those  cases,  when  I  say,  that  no  person 
can  take  by  substitution  for  a  member  of  a  class,  unless 
their  parent  could,  under  the  terms  of  the  will  itself, 
himself  have  taken  as  a  member  of  that  class.  But 
that  rule  does  not  apply  where  the  first  gift  is  to 
named  individuals,  because  there  it  is  expressly  in- 
tended that  the  substitution  shall  take  place  in  order 
to  prevent  a  lapse.  I  agree  that  Coulthurst  v.  Carter 
is  more  applicable  to  the  question  to  be  considered 
here  than  Ive  v.  King  (a)  and  Smith  v.  Smith  {c), 
Crray  v.  Oarman  (d)  points  out  the  distinction  which  it 
is  important  to  be  noticed,  that  the  persons  did  not  take 
by  substitution,  but  as  objects  forming  another  separate 
and  distinct  class. 

The  distinction  is  well  expressed  by  Sir  James  Wigram 
in  Oray  v.  Garman  {d)  in  the  passage  in  which  he  says, 
"  if  the  entire  clause  is  to  be  read  as  containing  an 
original  and  substantive  gifl  to  two  classes  of  legatees, 
namely,  1st,  to  brothers  and  sisters  living  at  the  death  of 
the  wife,  and,  2ndly,  to  the  issue  of  brothers  and  sisters 
who  may  be  dead  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  wife, 
there  is  nothing  ip,  the  description  of  the  second  class  to 
prevent  the  issue  of  John  from  taking  (though  he  were 
dead  when  the  will  was  made)."  So,  in  Smith  v. 
Smith  (c),  it  is  obvious  that  the  child  of  a  son  who  had 
died  did  not  take  by  substitution,  as  has  been  some- 
times 

(a)  16  Bew.  46.  (c)  8  Sim.  353. 

(6)  15  Beav.  421.  (d)  2  Hare,  268. 
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1858.  times  cmmeuuaiy  Mppcned,  bol  as  the  olgect  of  a 
srpsfste  ud  dktiiict  das.  Tliae  were  two  dasses; 
one  was  the  daas  of  dnldicn  who  sarnved  the  wife 
and  the  other  was  the  iame  of  i«di  cfaSdien  as  sboold 
happen  to  die  in  the  Kfctinie  of  die  wife;  and  the  Yiee- 
ChanceUor  held,  that  there  was  nothing  to  limit  the 
gift  to  die  issoe  of  those  children  who  happened  to  die 
in  that  portion  of  his  wife's  life  which  elapsed  after 
the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  dirinon  of  the  ftind. 

So,  in  CamUkmni  t.  CmrUr{m\  I  held  that  the  diil- 
dren  took  as  specified  objects  of  a  particnlar  gift,  and 
not  by  way  of  snhstitntioa. 

Now,  applying  those  rales  to  the  preaent  case,  the 
real  question  is  this : — Is  there  one  daas  or  are  there 
two  dasses  ?  If  there  be  one  dnm  only  of  nephews 
and  nieces,  they  most  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the 
testator ;  and  noqaestionably  no  repreaentatire  of  any 
deceased  nephew  or  nieces  can  take,  unless  the  nephew 
or  niece  had  snrriTed  the  testator.  Bat  if  the  trae 
construction  of  this  beqnest  be  this,  that  the  nephews 
and  nieces  who  somred  the  tenant  fer  life  are  one  class, 
and  the  representatiies  of  the  deceased  nephews  and 
nieces  another  class,  then  there  is  nothing  whaterer  to 
Unlit  the  decease  of  the  nephews  and  nieces  to  the 
period  between  the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  period 
of  distribution* 

The  view  that  I  take  of  this  case  is,  that  there  are 
two  distinct  classes,  first,  the  nephews  and  nieces  who 
were  then  liring;  and«  secondly,  the  lepreaentatiTes  of 
such  of  the  uephews  and  nieces  who  shall  hare  died 
who  are  to  take  ^  share  and  share  alike.**     I  hold  that 


va>  U  Ifawr.  4iL 
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these  words,  ^'  legal  personal  representatives/'  include  1858. 

the  representatives  of  all  the  nephews  and  nieces,  not  ^'^^ 

only  those  living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  but  those  who  «. 

had  died  previous  to  that  period,  and  this  is  in  accord-  Cleavelaiid. 
ance  with  Coulthurst  v.  Carter  {a). 

The  result  of  my  decision  will  be,  that  the  fund  will 
be  divided  into  seven  shares  instead  of  into  four.  Each 
of  the  four  survivors  will  take  one-seventh,  and  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  three  who  are  dead  will  each  take 
one-seventh  between  them. 

Mr.  Wickens:  Then  your  Honor  divides  the  fund 
into  seven  shares,  and  construes  the  words  *'  legal  per- 
sonal representatives"  as  the  next  of  kin  living  at  the 
death. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls  :  Yes,  at  the  deaths  of  the 
nephew  or  niece. 

(a)  15  Bfov.  421. 


STRINGER  V.  HARPER. 


Jufy  9. 


rVS  the  24th  of  May,  1848,  the  testator  conveyed  A.  fi.  mort- 
^^  "the  Miners*  Arms  Estate"  to  mortgagees  in  fee,  xf for  800* 
for  securing  the  repayment  of  800L  ^^^*  ®"  **>f 

tame  doy,  he 
charged  ea- 

Upon  the  same  24th  of  May,  1848,  the  testator  de-  {J^|,f^^"^*t^' 
posited   the  title  deeds  and  muniments  of  title  of  his  of  200/.  A.B. 
Stone  Street  Estate  with  the  same  mortgagees,  and  he  deviUd^ei-^ 
signed  a  memorandum  of  that  date,  which,  after  reciting  jate  F.,  but 
that  the  testator  was  seised  or  entitled  to  the  Stone  estate  X. 
Street  Estate,  and  that  the  mortgagees  had,  that  day,  ^Jj^»  ?oo/^* 

advanced  was,  aa  be- 
tween the  de- 
visees and  heir,  primarily  chargeable  on  estate  X, 
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1858.       advanced  to  him  800/.,  for  security  thereof  be  had,  by 
indenture  of  even  date,  assured  the  Miners*  Arms  Estate 
to  them,  by  way  of  mortgage  thereon,  proceeded  as 
follows : — And  whereas,  on  the  treaty  for  the  said  ad* 
vance,  it  was  agreed  that  I  should  deposit  the  deeds 
and   writings  relating  to  my  title  to  the   premises  in 
Stone  Street  with  the  said  mortgagees, ''  for  further  and 
better  securing  the  repayment  of  the  said  mortgage 
debt,  to  the  extent  of  200/.  and  interest,  and  I  have 
accordingly  this  day  deposited   the  same  deeds  and 
writings  with"  them;   he  then  declared,  that  he  bad 
deposited  the  deeds  relating  to  the  premises  in  Stone 
Strset  with  the  mortgagees,  as  a  security  for  and  pay- 
ment to  them  of  the  200/.  (part  of  the  800/.  so  due  and 
owing   to  them   as  aforesaid),  together  with  interest 
thrreon,  and   he  then  charged   the  premises  in  Stone 
Street  with  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  200/.  and  in- 
ter««t|  and  undertook,  when  required,  to  make  and  exe* 
cutt>  to  the  mortgagees  a  regular  and  valid  mortgage 
ill  f^  of  the  premises  in  Stone  Street,  for  securing  the 
imYiiirnt  of  200/.  and  interest. 

T\\p  tc»tator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1855,  exempted 
bin  p^rvv^iial  estate  from  the  payment  of  his  just  debts, 
and  bo  d<»viseii  bis  Stone  Street  Estate  to  the  Plaintiff 
and  bin  bt^irnt  iu  trust  for  certain  persons. 

Tbf»  tf^iktator  di^i  in  1866,  intestate  as  to  the  Miners' 

T\\p  \)ii«»«tkm  was.  whether  the  testator's  mortgage 
\M\\  \^t  SvHV.  ttbvvuld  be  wholly  paid  out  of  the  Miners* 
Aim*  Isatat^",  vmt  wb^'tKer  the  Srone  Street  Estate  should 
\HM\liibMti»  Iv^  Ihf  exliN^l  of  :XX>t 

Mr«  .4.  (t\  Jlf<irtM«  fi>r  iht   Piauitiff»  argued  that 

the 
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the  whole  800/.  mortgage  was  payable  primarily  out        1858. 
of  the  Miners*  Arms  Estate.     He  cited  The  Marquis     „ 

'  Stbingee 

of  Bute  V.  Cunynghame {a)\  Nicholas  v.  SouihweU(b);  «. 

and  the  17  ^  18  Vict.  c.  113. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  :  At  present,  I  think  this 
act  has  no  application  to  this  case,  it  only  means  that 
the  personal  estate  shall  not  be  applied  in  paying  off  a 
mortgage  on  the  real  estate. 

Mr.  C  T  Simpson^  contri,  argued,  that  the  Stone 
Street  Estate  ought  to  bear  2002.  of  the  mortgage  debt 
of  800/.,  for  to  that  extent  both  estates  were  liable. 

Mr.  W.  J.  BotriU,  for  other  parties. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  concur  with  the  Plaintiff.  I  think  that  the  question 
depends  on  the  construction  of  the  two  written  instru- 
ments of  even  date,  and  not  on  the  act  which  has  been 
cited. 

The  Miners*  Arms  Estate  was  primarily  charged,  and 
the  second  estate  was  only  pledged,  in  aid  of  the  first, 
for  part  of  the  debt  charged  on  it  The  Miners'  Arms 
Estate  must,  in  the  first  instance,  bear  the  whole. 

(a)  2  Run.  275.  (6)  MoaeUy,  177. 


d2 
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KELLT  r.  HAMMOl^D. 
HE  KRziar  Tbrns  Timmm.  W  Us  wffl  dated  in 


T 

-^      ^^'^  Aijifog  A  frveaiaae  id  ui(>.ci  fir  sale,  and 


hi  clpt&og  12«  i:*  £nae  i^  fiu^tje  islD  fim-  eqMl 
L^  X?  te  cciziiTT  oniSoe  iiWiM  mrr  dmshter  JKcr- 


19    Vf    ciQQZftZhr  ttiwcsd    betvecn  by 


r 


Cft-c^^ta-  ^cv  JDiJt  Ufei  ur  sea  ^i 


:>ix    IW  intaior*s  daagliter 
IX  :^8i^  «  tke  msamt  of  the 
t»c&:cr.  «'^'i>.nn  fivrtl  JBW.     S^  hwi  BOK,  aft  the  dale 
oc  lihe  vt  J  cr  at  any  ccM-  tioae.  asr  k4ilMaaif  daa^ 
j^jj^,^^   ter:  bcrt  at  t^  dts?  cf  :he  viL  ste  kad  as  Segknaale 
disccitter  Arrv^M  AanvK. 


TV  :e!$ciL:orV  Stxrr  v  Jxm  Kfib  had.  at  the  dale  of 
^W  :iKt:ttc?c^»  viL  13  L  jeskrvaae  sea  JUb  FMOMa^  bat 


IXNzbcs  aitMie  as^  to  true  tnse  ccnrtnaeocs  aad  clfect  of 
tk  vili*  ZhrxfCiiUi  ZMnamrm  cwmia^  coe4ttIf  of  ooe- 

Mr.  Cifit^  frr  t&^  P!2iistri£ 

Mr  JET  SCirvttfiis.  cvr^j^  Mr^  Ihtmnvm  v  eotided  to 
a  atcttKT  ee  a  fkttre.  for  th^Hl^  tll^TCmate*  she  had 
acq<urec«  at  tbie  Jatir  ot  the  woLL  t»  repittaCKa  of  being 
a  daa^cer  of  Mr.  OnmwL    Hcf^  it »  cfe«r.  Aat.  in  the 
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case  of  Mrs.  Kelly ,  the  testator  treated  an  illegitimate  1858. 
son  as  a  son,  and  the  presumption  is,  that  he  acted 
similarly  in  the  ease  of  Mrs.  demons  daughter.  This 
principle  was  acted  upon  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England  in  James  v.  Smith  (a),  in  which  he  held,  that 
where  a  testator  described  persons  mentioned  in  his  will 
as  nieces  who  were  really  his  great  nieces,  all  his  great 
nephews  and  great  nieces  would  take  under  a  residuary 
gift  to  *^  all  and  every  my  nephews  and  nieces." 

Mr.  E.  Macnoffhten,  for  the  heir,  was  not  heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  is  perfectly  clear.  The  gift  is  to  ^'  daugh- 
ters" as  a  class,  and  daughters  prima  facie  mean  legiti- 
mate daughters.  Mrs.  Kelly  was  living  and  might  have 
had  legitimate  daughters,  and  it  is  clear  that  they 
alone  would  take.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  re- 
puted children  were  to  take.  If  Dorothea  had  been 
mentioned  by  name  in  the  same  way  as  John^  she  would 
have  taken ;  but  I  draw  an  opposite  conclusion  from 
the  circumstance,  that  in  one  case  the  testator  has  given 
an  interest  to  an  illegitimate  son  by  name,  for  if  he 
did  so  in  one  case,  why  did  he  not  do  so  in  the  other? 
He  intended  that  all  the  daughters  of  Margaret  should 
take,  and  that  means  legitimate  daughters. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  Dorothea  Dewson  cannot  take 
any  portion  of  the  fund. 

(a)  14  Sim.  214. 
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1858. 


July  9. 

luett  to  the 
children  of  a 
deceftted  Diece 
who  should  be 
liTtDg  at  the 
testator's 
death,  fol- 
lowed bj  a 
bequest  to  a 
nephew  for 
Ufo,  and,  after 
his  decease, 
upon  the  like 
**  trusts"  for 
the  benefit  of 
his  is8ue»  and 
iul^ectto  the 
•ame  powers, 
«<  hmitaUons.** 
ftc«  in  reepecC 
to  his  issuer 
as  those  eit* 
preesedasto 
thenieoe'ft 
ehiUhren* 
llie  nephew 
hadnoeUM 
liYii^i  at  the 
leetalw\i 
deaths  but  he 
afterwards 

Wru«     IM^ 
iHatMK^ 
ehihl  w«»eii« 
IhWd  hi  the 


YARDLEY  v.  YARDLEY. 

npHE  testator  bequeathed  3,0002.  to  trustees^  in  trust 
to  pay  the  interest  to  his  sister  SanJk  Court,  and 
after  her  decease,  to  **  pay  and  apply  the  same  unto  and 
among  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  begotten  of 
the  body  of  her  late  daughter  BHizabeih  Houghton,  de- 
ceasedy  who  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
equally." 

There  was  a  substituted  gift  to  the  issue  of  any  dying 
under  twenty-one  in  the  life  of  Sarah  Court,  and  sur- 
vivorship and  maintenance  clauses. 

He  gave  his  residue  to  the  same  trustees,  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  income  of  one-third  to  his  nephew  T%nuaM  W. 
YartUey  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  "  upon  the  like 
tnisl  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue  of  his  nephew  Thomoi 
111  Yardky,  and  payable  at  the  like  times,  having 
regard  to  the  preceding  life  estate  or  interest,  and  with 
the  like  benefit  of  survivorship  and  accruer  amon^  such 
i«sue»  aiHi  subject  to  the  like  powers,  provisoes,  declara- 
tiv^n*  am)  limitations^  with  respect  to  such  issue  and  the 
Ihir^l  |virt  or  share  of  soch  residiie,  as  were  therein- 
b«»K>r0  «x(vnM3«d  and  dedaied  of  and  coocemmg  the 
Anil^iuetitkMied  sum  of  SaXXV.  iberebj  bequeathed,  in 
lr\i»l  Rvr  hi$  »i$li^r  &intA  iVarl  and  tbe  issue  of  her 
lftt«  daughtifHT  ICK^InpCI  IT^sytow^  with  respect  to  the 
iM\kf^  \\f  \h^  said  UKimJ^cA  HumihttMLr 


A\  \\w  dalt^  va'  tW  wilU 


TliMMtt  IT  YmnUtf  had  no 


The 
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The  testator  died  id  1826,  and  the  Plaintiff  Anne 
Yardley  (who  was  the  only  child  of  Thomas  W.  Yardr 
ley)  was  born  in  1839.  Thomas  W.  Yardley  died  in 
1840. 


39 


1868. 


The  question  raised  by  the  special  case  was,  whether 
the  Plaintiff,  who  was  not  living  at  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death,  took  any  interest  in  the  residue. 

Mr.  Z.  Field,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued  that  there  was 
a  gift  to  the  children  of  Thomas  W.  Yardley  generally, 
without  reference  to  their  surviving  the  testator,  and 
that  the  reference  to  the  trusts  in  favor  of  the  children 
of  a  deceased  person,  who  were  then  ascertained,  could 
not  apply  to  the  issue  of  a  living  person,  who  were 
unascertained  and  might  be  constantly  varying. 

Mr.  Bedwell,  contrd.  The  issue  of  Thomas  Yardley 
are  to  take  upon  the  ^'  like  trusts  "  and  subject  to  the 
like  "  limitations  **  as  the  children  of  ElxMabeth  Hough'^ 
ton.  Those  only  therefore  could  take  who  were  living 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  there- 
fore excluded. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  construction  rests  on  these  words :  ''  Upon  the 
like  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue"  of  the  nephew 
&c.,  such  issue  taking  upon  trusts  corresponding  with 
those  expressed  as  to  the  children  of  Elizabeth  Hough- 
ton so  far  as  they  were  applicable.  But  there  was  this 
great  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of  issue :  Elizc^ 
bethHoughton  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  all  her 
children  were  therefore  ascertained,  whereas  the  nephew 
Thomas  Yardley  was  living  and  had  no  issue.  The  tes- 
tator therefore  gave  special  direction  that  the  first  class 

should 
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1^(58.  sboold  be  uoenuoed  and  take  verted  iiiteieaU  oo  sor- 
fiving  him ;  bat  vben  he  cooies  to  give  ooe-thiid  of  his 
rendoe  to  the  ifisne  of  TIoomv  Tmrdley^  thoogh  he 
gives  it ''  upoo  the  like  tmsts^"  I  think  the  words  "  like 
trusts  **  refer  to  the  mode  in  vihich  the  issoe  are  to  take, 
and  were  not  intended  to  cot  down  the  daas.  He  ex- 
pressly directs  it  to  be  payable  at  die  like  times,  having 
regard  to  the  preceding  life  estate,  with  the  like  benefit 
of  surrivorship  and  accruer. 


I  see  nothing  to  shew  that  the  issoe  of  Thomas  which 
are  to  take  are  to  be  the  same  as  the  ksae  of  EUxabeUL 
It  is  '^  for  the  benefit  of  the  issoe  "  of  Tkomms  generally, 
bat  the  trusts,  powers  and  limitatioDS  safc^ect  to  which 
they  are  to  take  are  to  be  analogoos  to  those  befiwe 
expressed  respecting  the  children  of  Eiizabeik. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  all  the  children  of  Tkomas  took 
▼ested  interests  in  the  fbnd,  which  are  snbject  to  all  the 
powers  and  all  the  limitations  over  by  way  of  snbstitii- 
tion  and  sarrivorship  which  are  expressed  as  to  the 
shares  of  the  children  of  Mrs.  Uomgktom^  so  fiu*  as  they 
are  applicable  under  the  di&rent  stale  of  drcnmstanoes. 
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1858. 


BYNE  V.  BLACKBURN. 

Jufy  27,  31. 

rflHE  testator  gave  a  sum  of  15,000/.  to  trustees,  in  Atetutorbe- 
trust  to  invest,  and  stand  possessed  of  one-third  of  ^"«****«£^* 

'  "  sum  to  trui- 

it  in  trust,  during  the  life  of  his  daughter  Margaret  (who  tees  for  his 
was  then  unmarried)  to  pay  the  dividends  thereof  to  iif"^an/«fier- 
her  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  vr^rds  to  pay 
And  from  and  after  her  decease,  in  trust  to  pay  to  or  to  her  bus- 
otherwise  to  authorize  or  permit  and  suffer  the  husband  band,  "during 

*^  .his  life,  never- 

of  his  daughter  Margaret  to  receive  the  dividends,  in-  theless  to  be 
terest  and  yearly  proceeds  during  his  life,  nevertheless  fj^  Q^^wa^ 
to  be  by  him  applied  far  or  towards  the  maintenance,  the  mainte- 
education  or  benefit  of  the  child  or  children  of  his  {(he  ^^^^  ^^  i^q^- 

testator*s)  daughter  Margaret.     And  from  and  after  the  ^*"  ®/*® 

daughter's 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  his  daughter  and  her  husband,  children. 

the  third  part  of  the  said  money,  &c.  should  be  in  trust  ^.a®^  J?*  * 
for  all  the  children  of  his  daughter  in  equal  shares  ;  the  children  after 
shares  of  children  as  should  be  under  twenty-one  at  thesundvorof 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  his  daughter  and   her  the  daughter 
husband   to  be   paid,   as  and  when   they  respectively  bund.    Held, 
should  attain  that  age,  and  the  shares  of  such  children  that  the  hus- 
as  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  dunng  the  life  bene- 
lives  of  his  daughter  and  her  husband,  or  during  the  ^^^7' 
life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  to  be  considered  as  vested 
interests  in  him,  her  or  them  respectively,  as  and  when 
he,  she  or  they  respectively  should  attain  that  age,  but 
to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  six  calendar  months  next  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  her  and  her  said  husband, 
with  the  interest  attending  the  same  from  the  time  of 
the  decease  of  such  survivor  until  the  actual  payment 
thereof. 

The  testator  died  in  1813,  and  in  1818  his  daughter 

Margaret 
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1868.       Margaret  married  the  Petitionery  Mn  Byne^  who,  Id 
1826y  took  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  act. 

Margaret  Byne  died  in  1857.  There  had  been  six 
children  of  the  marriage,  four  of  whom  had  attained 
twenty-one  and  two  died  infants.  Mr.  Byne  was  ad- 
ministrator of  his  two  children,  who  bad  attained  twenty- 
one  and  died. 

The  fund  being  in  Court,  Mr.  Byne  presented  a 
petition,  submitting,  that,  under  the  circumstances,  he 
was  entitled  (subject  to  the  claim  of  the  provisional 
assignee  of  insolvent  debtors  thereto)  to  the  dividends 
of  one  moiety  of  the  fund  for  his  life,  and  also  entitled 
to  other  moiety  of  the  fund  (as  administrator),  subject 
only  to  the  claim  of  the  provisional  assignee  to  the 
dividends  to  accrue  thereon  during  the  Petitioner*s  life. 
He  stated,  that  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  his  wife 
his  life  interest  in  the  fund  was  of  the  value  of  1,474/. 

The  petition  prayed,  that  out  of  one  moiety  of  the 
fund,  1,4741.,  the  value  of  the  Petitioner's  life  interest, 
might  be  paid  to  the  assignee,  and  the  remainder  to  the 
Plaintiff*  And  that  the  dividends  on  the  other  moiety 
might  be  paid  to  the  Petitiofier  for  life,  or  until  further 

Mr«  ^$irAfyii  and  Mr«  WiUwmtom^  for  the  Petitioner, 
ar^uie^t  that  the  Peliliooer  was  entttM  to  the  income 
b«^)i^liciaUY.    They  died  Hmwumomd  t.  Aanae (a). 


Mr.  lUlHi  and  Mr.  Oiimr.  for  Mr.  Stwyis,  the 
HM^H^  \Mr  lk«  )VlilioMr»  Mppovted  the  pethion,  and 
Ihf^y  ary^unt  tKal  iW  duMrHi  took  do  beneficial  in- 


V4^  >  fti<we>». 
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teres!  until  six  months  after  the  death  of  the  survivor        1868. 
of  their  parents,  **  with  the  interest  attending  the  same      ^"^v^ 
from  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  survivor."     Secondly,  ^ 

that  if  any  trust  existed  in  favor  of  the  children,  it  Bi^cmorm. 
ceased  on  their  attaining  twenty-one.  They  cited 
Raikes  V.  Ward  (a);  Crackeii  v.  Crockett  (b);  fVoodt 
V.  Woods  (c) ;  Pride  v.  Fooks  {d) ;  Gardner  v.  Barber  (e) ; 
Brown  v.  Coioaugor  (/ ) ;  Andrews  v.  Partington  {g) ; 
Browne  v.  Paull  (Ji) ;  Thorp  v.  Owen  (i). 

Mr.  Lloyd^  for  the  children,  argued  that  the  father 
took  the  income,  subject  to  a  positive  distinct  obligation 
to  apply  it  for  the  maintenance,  education  and  benefit 
of  the  daughters*  children ;  and  that  this  was  a  trust 
which  the  Court  would  see  duly  performed  and  would 
enforce.  They  cited  Cooper  v.  Thornton  (A) ;  Wetherell 
V.  Wilson  (/) ;  Kilvington  v.  Chray  (m) ;  Raikes  v. 
Ward(ny 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  had  occasion  to  consider  these  cases,  of  which 
Hammond  v.  Neame  (o)  was  the  first     They  may  be  '^ 

divided  into  two  classes ;  first,  those  where  property  is 
given  to  a  parent  directly,  as  a  trustee,  for  his  children ; 
and  secondly,  those  where  the  gift  to  the  parent  is  coupled 
with  a  direction  that  he  shall  perform  certain  parental 
duties,  which  are  legal  obligations  as  regards  a  father, 
but  are  merely  moral  obligations  in  the  case  of  a 
mother.     It  is,  however,  very  diflicult,  as  was  observed 

by 

(a)  1  Hare.  445.  {h)  1  Sim,  (^.S.)  92. 

(6)  2  PhUUpi,  555.  (i)  2  Hare,  607. 

(c)  1  MyL  4-  Cr.  401.  (k)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  96. 

(d)  2  Bern.  430.  (/)  1  Keen,  80. 

(e)  18  Jwr.  508.  (m)  2  Sim.  Sf  Si.  396. 
if)  4  F«.498.  (n)  1  Hare, ^5. 

ig)  2  Cox,  223.  (0)  1  Swamt.  35. 


Btni 

V. 
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1868.  by  ^ord  Cottenham  in  Crockett  v.  Crockett  {a),  to  de- 
termine the  precise  interest  which  the  children  take  in 
the  latter  cases.  The  case  is  stronger  in  the  case  of  a 
Blackbuev.  father  than  in  that  of  a  mother,  for  it  was  well  observed 
by  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram,  that  when  you  give  a  fund 
in  aid  of  the  performance  of  a  duty  which  the  donee  is 
already  legally  bound  to  perform,  it  is  a  gift  to  and  a 
beneficial  interest  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  made. 

In  this  case,  the  testator  himself  appointed  trustees  of 
the  fund,  and  he  therefore  could  not  have  intended  the 
father  to  act  as  a  sub-trustee,  and  if  he  intended  the 
children  to  have  a  direct  and  positive  interest  in  the 
fund  during  the  life  of  their  father,  he  would  hare 
directed  his  own  trustees  to  make  the  payment  to  the 
children.  But  he  positively  directs  the  payment  to  be 
made  to  the  father,  who  might,  therefore,  give  yalid 
receipts  for  the  amount,  and  the  trustees  would  have 
been  completely  exonerated  from  seeing  to  its  appli- 
cation. It  is  a  gift  to  the  father,  **  to  be  by  him  applied 
for  or  towards  the  maintenance,  education  or  benefit"  of 
the  children,  and  the  observations  which  I  have  made 
shew,  that  I  think  that  this  was  a  beneficial  gift  to  the 
father  to  assist  him  in  the  performance  of  his  parental 
duties,  and  that  he  was  to  be  the  judge  how  to  perform 
it.  He  had  such  a  discretion  as  the  Court  could  not 
control,  and  subject  to  that  obligation,  which  lies  be- 
tween him  and  his  own  conscience,  I  think  he  has  a 
beneficial  gift. 

I  must  make  the  order  asked. 

(a)  2  PhUlipt,  553. 
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GEDYE  V.  THE  DUKE  OF  MONTROSE. 

Marck  6. 

THIS  was  a  suit  institated  by  a  purchaser  against  the  Agreement  for 
vendor  for  specific  performance.  ^l^.  ^.^ 

pofseuion  on 

On  the  12th  of  November,  1866,  an  agreement  was,  cember,  the 

after  some  correspondence,  entered   into   between   the  rentiocom- 

'  mence  at 

Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  which  was  in  the  following  ChrUtmai" 

tArms  • PoMcwon  was 

*  not  given  until 

T      .  .  1  ,       .         t       1  the  31st  of 

''It    18   agreed   between   the   undersigned,  that  an  January, 
assignment  of  the  lease  of  Little  MarbU  Hill  premises  JeSofihe 
and  land  at  Ikoickenham,  bearing  date  September  29th,  vendor. 
1844,  at  the  rental  of  160/.  per  annum,  and  to  pay  a  purchaser  was 

premium  of  160/.,  with  possession  on  the  \st  of  De-  entitled  to 

/.         ^»    .  compensation, 

eember.    The  rent  to  commence  from  Chrutmas  next,  and  an  inquiry 

the   plants  and    furniture   to   be   taken   in   the  usual  was  directed, 
manner,  by  valuation  at  auction  prices  (Mr.  Gedye  not 
to  be  compelled   to  take  plants  exceeding  in  amount 
20/.),  to  be  settled  in  the  usual  manner. 

"  Dated  12th  November,  1855. 

''  Smith  and  Chapman 
(agents  for  the  Duke  of  Montrose). 

"  Nicholas  Gedye^ 

Possession  was  not  given,  as  intended,  on  the  1st  of 
December,  the  Plaintiff  having  been  requested  by  the 
Defendant  to  waive  delivery  of  possession  for  a  day  or 
two,  in  consequence  of  the  illness  of  one  of  his  family. 

No  inventory  was  delivered  by  the  Defendant  until 
the  9th  of  December,  the  Plaintiff  pressed  for  possession, 

and 
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1858.       ^^^  ^  correspondence  ensued.    The  valuation  was  com- 

^^"/^      pleted  on  the  Ist  of  January ^  1857,  when  the  Plaintiff 

^^^^       sent  a  draft  assignment,  and  required  possession  and 

The  Duke  op  compensation.     The  draft  was  approved  of  on  the  same 

day,   and    on    the   2nd   of  January   the  assignment 
forwarded  by  the  Plaintiff  for  execution. 

On  the  6th  of  January^  1857,  some  of  the  Plaintiff's 
family  went  down,  and  partially  occupied  the  house, 
but  the  Defendant's  servants,  who  had  orders  not  to 
give  possession,  remained  in  the  house.  The  matter 
was  not  completed,  disputes  arose  as  to  the  plants,  and 
the  Defendant's  agents  threatened  to  treat  the  Plaintiff 
as  a  trespasser,  and  the  Plaintiff  offered  to  deposit  the 
purchase-money  in  the  joint  names  of  vendor  and 
purchaser.  On  the  17th  of  January^  the  Defendant's 
agents  denied  all  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  compensation ; 
they  insisted  ''  that  the  possession  was  dependent  on  the 
completion  of  the  purchase,"  and  on  the  20th,  threatened 
"  to  take  (and  without  further  notice)  summary  pro* 
ceedings  against  the  Plaintiff  as  a  trespasser." 

The  Plaintiff  61ed  this  bill  on  the  27th  of  January, 
1857,  for  specific  performance,  for  compensation,  and 
for  an  injunction. 

Upon  a  motion  made  in  the  cause,  on  the  31st  of 
January,  1857,  an  order  was  arranged,  by  which  the 
purchase  was  substantially  completed  and  the  Plaintiff 
was  let  into  exclusive  possession. 

The  Defendant  had  however  previously  taken  very 
offensive  means  to  molest  the  Plaintiff  in  his  partial 
occupation  of  the  premises,  and  the  Plaintiff  brought 
an  action  at  law  against  the  Defendant  for  trespass 
on  the  premises,  for  damage  for  pon-delivery  of  pos-^ 

session 
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Bession  according  to  the  agreement  and  for  non-com-        1868. 
pletion  of  the  contract.  ^^^/-^/ 

Gbdti 

V. 

By  an  order  in  this  suity  made  on  the  17th  April,  The  Dukb  op 
1857,  the  Plaintiff  was  ordered  to  elect,  and  he  elected 
to  proceed  in  this  Court,  and  an  injunction  issued  to  stay 
the  action. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  JR.  P.  Collier,  Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer  and  Mr. 
Welford,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  JZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Burdon,  for  the  Defendant. 

Aelandv,  Oairfard{a);  Nokes  v.  Lord  Kilmoreyip); 
Pordage  v.  CoU  (c)  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  opinion  upon  the  contract  is,  that  it  was  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract  that  possession  should  be  given 
on  the  1st  of  December:  that  which  was  contracted  and 
agreed  between  the  parties  was  not,  possession  **  from 
the  1st  of  December  '*  or  **  as  from  the  1st  of  December,^ 
but  ''possession  on  the  1st  of  December."  That  it 
would  be  so  at  law  there  can  be  no  question,  and  it  is 
proved  by  the  evidence,  that  possession  was  a  matter 
of  great  importance  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  expressly  con- 
tracted for  **  possession  on  the  1st  of  December,"  that 
is,  that  possession  should  be  given  to  him  on  that 
very  day.  All  through  the  correspondence,  the  Plain- 
tiff insisted  from  the  commencement  that  this  was  the 

construction 

(a)  2  Madd.  28.  (c)  Sound.  320  b. 

(6)  \  DeGexSf  Sm.  444. 
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1858.       construction  to  be  put  on  the  contract;  that  was  the 
^'^^       view  taken  of  it  by  the  advisers  of  the  Defendant,  for 

■  ■  tf  ft  V  w 

I,,  at  the  end  of  November^  the  Plaintiff  was  applied  to 

'^Vi  '^"*'  ^'  ^y  ^^^  agents  of  his  Grace  to  ask  him  to  waive  posses- 
sion for  a  day  or  two  on  account  of  the  indisposition 
of  one  of  the  ladies  of  his  Grace's  family.  The  Plain- 
tiff aBsented  and  no  attempt  was  made  to  say  that  pos- 
session was  to  depend  on  the  previous  valuation  of  the 
plants  and  furniture,  and  payment  of  the  amount  due. 
It  was  not  until  the  letter  of  the  13th  of  January  that 
that  question  was  raised.  There  is  a  letter  in  which 
the  PlaintifTs  construction  put  on  the  contract  is  ex- 
pressly disputed,  but  that  is  not  till  some  time  in  the 
month  of  January,  Mr.  Burdon  argues,  that  this 
cannot  be  the  proper  construction,  because  no  one  in 
his  senses  would  enter  into  a  contract  to  give  posses- 
sion until  the  payment  was  made.  Now  nothing  is 
mort'  common  than  to  find  contracts  of  that  descrip- 
tion, and  persons  must  judge  for  themselves,  as  to  the 
wisdom  or  folly  of  entering  into  them.  This  was  cer- 
tnin.  that  if  the  contract  was  entered  into  on  the  12th 
of  !\\>rtmhn  it  would  have  been  very  possible  to  have 
hud  \\\o  )n\*entory  and  valuation  made  before  the  1st  of 
t^PttmhfT  I  X\ittt  were  eighteen  or  nineteen  days  in  which 
ihat  iui|;L)^t  have  been  done^  and  accordingly  when  the 
iuv<»iUorv  w«»  becim  to  be  made  on  the  3rd  of  December 
II  wnA  wmpKMeil  i\Mthwith. 

My  ^^i^wkM^  th^wRvw  i*»  upon  the  construction  of  the 
isvutii^cl,  l>Mit  |V«N^»iott  was  to  be  given  on  the  Ist  of 
IW^vtiil^'\  th^it  ♦uoh  ^^1*  the  view  with  which  the  Plain- 
m^'  w^t^wii  int\^  th*  o»tract^  that  be  has  always  in- 
•i^usi  %M^  th*t  vi^^ .  awd  that  il  was  new  directly  dis- 
jHMhsJ  h\  th^  IVfe^tanl  awil  ^xoe  tiaae  io  the  month 
,s|  «»#^iM*jrs     TW  wx^^lvNnr  «i  *«tW,  the  ralaatioD  is 
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made,  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  is  known  and  1868. 
on  the  1st  o(  January  the  whole  amount  payable  by  '^^-'^-' 
the  Plaintiff  is  ascertained.     The  Plaintiff  sends  a  letter  9. 

and  the  enerossment  for  examination  and  execution,  but  '^f  Dues  of 
he  requires  compensation.  On  the  2nd  o(  January  the 
Plaintiff  requests  his  Grace's  agent  ^^  will  name  the 
earliest  hour  for  completion/*  and  then  he  goes  on—* 
'<  Be  so  good  as  to  instruct  the  agents  to  give  me  poa« 
session,  for  my  goods  have  been  packed  days  for  sending 
down;'*  he  then  states  ^'the  question  of  compensation 
can  be  adjusted,  I  have  no  doubt,  satisfiBtctorily  after- 
wards.** I  think  the  effect  of  that  letter  is  not  in  the 
slightest  degree  varied  by  the  conversation  sworn  to  have 
taken  place  with  the  clerk  of  his  Grace's  solicitors. 
I  make  a  distinction  in  this  case  between  the  agents 
and  solicitors.  Here  the  solicitors  seem  only  to  have 
done  what  the  agents  directed.  It  appears  from  the 
letter  of  the  16th  of  January  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
willing  to  deposit  the  money  in  the  bank  in  the  joint 
names  of  bis  Grace  and  himself,  and  in  point  of  fact 
he  makes  there  a  direct  offer  to  have  the  matter  settled 
at  once. 

That  being  the  state  of  the  case,  in  my  opinion  the 
contract  has  been  specifically  performed,  under  the  order 
made  on  the  31  st  o(  January;  the  suit  has  been  oc- 
casioned by  the  conduct  of  the  agents  of  his  Grace,  who 
must  be  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  agents,  however  much 
he  would  naturally  have  disapproved  of  them.  The  costs 
of  this  suit  must  follow  the  decree  I  am  about  to  make 
other  than  the  costs  which  relate  to  the  repairs,  in 
respect  of  which  the  Plaintiff  in  my  opinion  entirely 
fails,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  must  pay  the  costs. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  time  of  giving  possession 

being  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  and  the  Plaintiff, 

VOL.  XXVI.  B  being 
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1868.       being  entitled  to  possession  on  the  Ist  of  December^ 

^'^^^^^      18  entitled  to  have  it  ascertained  by  this  Court  what, 

I,.  if  any,  loss  or  damage  has  been  sustained  by  hiniy  by 

The  Duf  b  op  reason  of  possession  not  havin^c  been  mven  to  him  until 

MOMTEOSE.  ^  .  T 

the  31st  of  January y  and  the  decree  which  I  propose 
to  make  will  be  something  in  this  form: — The  agree- 
ment having  been  specifically  performed  under  order  of 
this  Court  of  the  31st  of  January ^  1866,  by  the  parties 
themselves  (reciting  that  in  the  order),  and  this  Court 
being  of  opinion,  that  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  agreement,  possession  was  agreed  to  be  given 
on  the  1st  of  December^  1856,  refer  it  to  chambers  to 
ascertain  what  loss  or  damage  has  been  sustained  by  the 
Plaintiff  by  reason  of  such  possession  not  having  been 
given  till  the  31st  of  January^  1867.  The  Defendant 
must  pay  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  and 
including  the  hearing,  other  than  the  costs  occasioned 
by  the  evidence  respecting  the  repairs  of  the  premises 
at  Little  Marble  Hill,  the  costs  of  which  are  to  be  paid 
by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff.  I  only  include  the 
costs  of  the  evidence,  because  I  find  this  question  of 
repairs  added  by  an  amendment  of  less  than  a  dozen 
lines  and  the  other  was  the  substantive  part  of  the 
question. 


Decree. 

The  Court,  **  being  of  opinion  that  possession  was  agreed  to  be 

S'ven  on  the  1st  day  of  December,  1856,  doth  order,  that  an  inquiry 
i  made  what  loss  has  been  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  in  consequence 
of  possession  not  having  been  given  until  the  31st  day  of  January^ 
1857." 
The  Defendant  to  pay  the  costs  up  to  the  bearing. 
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1868. 


LINDSAY  r.  GIBBS.    (No.  2.)  June 2,9. 

July  1,  2. 

npHIS  case  came  on  upon  a  motion  to  vary  the  Chief  J.  and  fi.  were 
A      Clerk'8  certificate.  ^.Thkh'' 

had  been  char- 

In  1854,  Mr.  Hammond  was  the  registered  owner  of  royage.    A. 

a  ship  called  the  "  Genghis  Khan."  awigned  hit 

'  ^  share  of  the 

freight  to  C, 

Mr.  Hammond,  the  owner,  by  a  charter-party,  dated  JJ^^^J^/i"^ 
the  27th  day  of  April,  1864,  chartered  a  ship,  called  the  B.,  and  both 
'' Genghis  Khan"  to  the  Defendants  Messrs.  Gibbs  k  ft^ht^were 
Sons,  for  a  voyage  to  Moreton  Bay,  Australia,  and  then  ■^^^J'^*.*"' 
to  proceed  to  Peru,  and  load  and  bring  to  this  country  ship  broker, 
a  cargo  of  guano,  at  certain  rates  of  freight  therein  men-  ■pcording  to 

o         o  f  o  t},^  ordinary 

tioned.  course  of 

dealing  be- 
tween A,  and 

Mr.  Hammond,  on  the  29th  of  December,  1864,  in  order  B.    Held, 
to  secure  some  moneys  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  Messrs.  i^^„  ),jg  gi^^r^ 

Lindsay,  signed  and  delivered  to  the  Plaintiffs  a  letter  of  the  wages 

1  ••         ^'^  ^"^  crew, 

dated  the  29th  day  of  December,  1864,  addressed  to  and  the  ex- 
Messrs.  Gibbs  k  Sons,  which  was  as  follows :—  ll!"!r„^l  n/ 

'  insurance  ot 

the  ship  and 

"  29th  December,  1854.      freight. 

"  To  Messrs.  Gibbs  k  Sons. 

**  Gentlemen, — We  hereby  assign  to  Messrs.  W.  8. 
Lindsay  k  Co.,  of  8,  Austin  Friars,  the  freight  which 
will  become  due  from  you  to  us  on  the  delivery  of  the 
cargo  shipped  by  your  house  abroad  in  the  ship 
**  Genghis  Khan,"  in  the  month  of  November  last,  to 
the  extent  of  4,300/.  sterling,  and  we  therefore  request 
you  to  hold  this  amount  at  their  disposal,  whose  receipt 
for  the  same  shall  be  binding  upon  us.'* 

e2  The 
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1858.  T^^^  Plaintiffs,  on  the  date  of  the  letter,  coratnunicated 

it  to  Messrs.  Gibbs  Sc  Sons,  and  produced  the  original 
to  the  firm. 

The  ship  arrived  in  the  port  of  London  in  June, 
1855,  and  the  Plaintiffs  then  claimed  the  freight.  It 
then  appeared,  that  on  the  Ist  of  June,  1854,  Mr. 
Hammond  had  executed  bills  of  sale  of  twenty-four 
sixty-fourths  as  of  the  ship  to  Messrs.  Brigys^  which 
were  registered  in  September  and  November^  1854; 
and  that  in  June,  1854,  Mr.  Hammond  h^A  altogether 
transferred  the  remaining  forty  sixty-fourths  to  Cripps 
and  ten  others,  but  the  transfer  was  not  registered 
until  between  the  5tb  and  26th  of  January,  1865. 

At  the  hearing  (a)  it  was  held,  that  the  Plaintifis' 
right  to  forty  sixty-fourths  of  the  freight  had  priority 
over  Messrs.  Cripps  and  the  other  ten  claimants  of  the 
forty  sixty-fourths  of  the  ship.  By  the  decree,  it  was 
declared,  that  Messrs.  Briyys  were  entitled  to  twenty- 
four  sixty-fourths  of  the  freight,  and  the  Plaintiffs  to 
the  remaining  forty  sixty-fourths,  and  the  following 
accounts  were  directed  :  — 

1.  An  account  of  the  freight  earned  by  the  ship, 
under  the  charter-party,  from  the  27th  day  of  April, 
1854,  the  date  of  the  charter-party. 

2.  An  account  of  all  charges  and  expenses  properly 
incurred,  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  ship  and  of  her  voyage, 
in  earning  the  freight  under  the  charter-party;  and  in 
taking  the  accounts,  all  just  allowances  were  to  be 
made,  and  all  parties  were  to  have  credit  for  sums  paid 
by  them,  and  to  be  charged  with  sums  received  by  them 

respectively. 

(a)  22  Beav,  522. 
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retpectively.  And  it  was  declared,  that  the  earnings  of 
the  ship  were  liable,  in  the  first  place,  to  make  good  and 
repay  what  should  be  found  due  in  taking  such  accounts, 
and  that  the  surplus  was  divisible  in  twenty-four  sixty- 
fourths  to  the  Defendants  Brigga  &  Co.,  and  forty 
sixty-fourths  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  Chief  Clerk  certified,  that  the  freight  earned 
amounted  to  6,813/.  13«.  bd.^  and  that  the  charges  and 
expenses  properly  incurred,  by  and  on  behalf  of  the 
ship  and  of  her  voyage,  in  earning  the  freight  under  the 
charter-party,  amoqnted  to  the  sum  of  3,822/.  ds.  \ld. 
The  following  were  some  of  the  items  of  charges  and 
expenses  as  set  out  in  the  schedule. 


1868. 


1855. 
January  2d 


n        SO 
February  9 


>» 


\% 


»i 


f» 


To  Insurance  on  Freight,  Callao, 
&c.,  to  the  United  Kingdom^ 
2,000/.  at  7  guineas,  and  po- 
licy   

Alliance  Insurance  Company 
Insurance  on  Ship,  Callao^ 
&C.,  to  the  United  Kingdom^ 
6,000/.  at  10  guineas,  and 
ditto,  due  8th  February,  1857 
6,000/.  at  8  guineas,  and  po- 
licy   

Ditto  Freight,  1,000/.  at  10 

ditto     

Ditto,  ditto,  d,950/.  at  9  ditto 
&c.         &c.        &c. 

„  Captain's  wages    

„  Mate    and    Seamen's   wages, 
exclusive  of  Captain 


II 


11 


II 


Total 


"2     TT. 


151     4     0 
4     0     0 


717  11  6 

518  12  6 

107     2  0 

381  13  6 

&c,  &c,  &c. 

222     5  6 

1,412     9  7 


£3,822     9  11 


The  payments  for  the  insurance  had  been  bond  fide 

made 


afm^t4 


fnr  die  PfMitift   Id  rarr  the 


Mr,  ffirtii  JiyiiB,  »  sappoit  of  the 


The  PlMBlA  hB*e  w  ■rtem  ■  Ike  sUm  mod 
tee  Aejoagb  sat  Id  be  chHged  wilk  die  expense  of 
JMiiiiiiy^  k.  TWt  vere  o<»ti*  of  a  poctioo  of  the 
freight,  b«t  BO  ooe  had  aaj  i%ht  to  iasare  it  withoat 
their  ezpieas  aathocitj ;  evem  a  shq>'s  hnsband  is  not 
alhMted  the  expcoaes  of  lasariag  a  ship  withoat  the 
direct  aothori^  of  the  part  oneta.  It  was  sorely 
optional  with  the  Ptsinilifc,  whether  they  would  he 
their  own  insurers  or  not.  There  are  insorances  eflfected 
to  the  extent  of  18;960iL,  whBe  the  naintiflb'  interest 
is  only  4,30(ML 

As  to  the  payments  to  the  crew,  it  is  like  dedacting 
serrants'  wages  from  the  rent  of  a  hoose.  The  wages 
are  a  charge  on  the  ship,  and  not  on  the  firdgbt; 
French  v.  BackAotue  (a) ;  Abbait  am  Shippimg  (6). 

The  Mastxb  of  Uie  Rolls:   Mr.  Pabmer,  all  that  I 
want  to  bear  you  upon  is  the  question  of  insurance.     I 
am  not  quite  sure  how  that  matter  stands.    With  re- 
spect 

(a)  6  Burr,  2727.  (b)  P^c  85. 
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spec!  to  the  wages,  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  they  are 
properly  payable  out  of  the  freight,  before  any  portion 
of  the  freight  (which  means  the  net  produce)  can  be 
divided,  and  I  find  that  was  what  I  stated  in  my  judg- 
ment at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  so  that,  with  respect 
to  that,  there  can  be  no  question  in  this  stage  of  the 
cause.  But  I  am  not  quite  so  clear  about  the  insur- 
ance. 


1858. 


Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  CoUf  for  Messrs.  Briggs, 

Where  a  ship  belonging  to  several  part-owners  is 
chartered,  there  is  a  species  of  partnership,  and  all 
common  and  reasonable  expenses  must  be  paid  before 
the  division  of  profits.  Here  it  is  proved  by  Mr. 
Anderson,  that  all  the  co-owners  of  the  ship  authorized 
the  insurance  in  writing,  and  it  was  done  before  any 
notice  of  the  Plaintififs'  title  to  the  freight.  The  owners 
agreed  as  to  the  mode  of  conducting  the  adventure,  and 
the  assignees  of  the  freight  are  bound  by  it.  It  is  like 
the  right  of  set-off,  which  remains  until  notice ;  Caven- 
dish  V.  Oeaves{a).  Freight  is  not  assignable  at  law, 
and  therefore  the  co-owners  of  the  ship  were  not 
affected  until  notice,  which  was  not  given  to  Messrs. 
Briggs  until  the  filing  of  the  bill.  Notice  to  the 
charterers  is  immaterial.  They  cited  Cato  v.  Irving  (ft) ; 
Abbott  on  Shipping  (c);  Green  v.  Briggs  {d), 

Mr.  Baggallay,  for  Messrs.  Cripps,  the  owners  of  the 
forty  sixty-fourths  of  the  ship. 

Mr.  Hetherington  in  reply.     Hammond  had  notice  of 
the  Plaintiffs'  rights,  this  was  constructive  notice  to  all 
bis  co-partners.     If  the  ship  had  been  lost,  the  Plain- 
tiffs 


(a)  24  fifov.  163. 

(6)  5  DeGer^  S.  210. 


(c)  Paee  73  (lOtA  edit.). 

(d)  6  Hare,  395. 
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1668.  tifFs  could  not  have  recovered  oq  the  policies,  nor  could 

y^^^'^^  the  assured  have  recovered  more  than  the  amount  of 

Lindsay  . 

o.  their  personal  loss,  which  would  not  have  covered  the 

(NaV.)  interest  of  the  Plaintiffs. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

July  2.  After  some  hesitation  upon  this  point,  which  I  have 

considered  more  fully  since  the  Court  rose  yesterday, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  certificate  is  correct. 

The  question  of  wages  I  disposed  of  yesterday,  and 
the  only  point  on  which  I  entertained  a  doubt  was  upon 
the  question  of  the  insurance  of  the  ship,  with  which  it 
appeared  to  me  the  persons  who  were  entitled  to  the 
freight  had  nothing  to  do;  but  upon  further  considering 
the  question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  insurance  of  the 
ship  (which,  as  was  very  properly  observed,  is  an  insur- 
ance against  the  loss  of  the  ship  on  that  particular 
voyage)  must  be  treated  as  part  of  the  expenses  of  the 
▼oyage  itself.  In  truth,  it  is  as  much  part  of  the  ex- 
penses of  the  voyage  as  the  insurance  upon  the  freight 
or  any  other  matter  relating  to  it,  and  the  pensons  who 
are  entitled  to  divide  the  profits  of  the  voyage  amongst 
them  are  entitled  only  to  the  profit  after  paying  the 
expenses. 

My  attention  was  called  to  that  class  of  cases,  in 
which  it  is  very  justly  said,  that  one  person  cannot  in- 
sure the  share  of  another  person,  but  I  think,  upon  the 
evidence,  that  the  owners  of  the  ship  here  had  an  ao* 
thority  to  make  the  insurance  which  they  thought 
proper  and  necessary,  and  this  is  to  be  implied  from 
the  course  of  dealing  between  them  upon  all  the  occa- 
sions that  occurred,  and  consequently,  if  there  had  been 

no 
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no  assignment  of  the  freight,  Mr.  Hammond^  the  as-  1868. 
signor  himself,  could  not  have  resisted  payment  of  the 
insurance  of  the  ship  or  of  the  freight;  it  was  not  open 
to  him  afterwards  to  say  that  his  partners  and  co-owners 
of  the  ship  had  not  authority  both  to  insure  the  freight 
and  the  ship.  If  that  be  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that  tiie 
assignee  of  the  forty  sixty-fourths  of  the  freight  must 
be  in  exactly  the  same  situation,  unless  he  gave  direct 
and  personal  notice  to  the  co-owners  that  an  assign- 
ment had  taken  place ;  I  do  not  think  this  is  a  question 
on  which  anything  can  be  founded  upon  any  principle 
of  implied  or  constructive  notice.  I  am  of  opinion  thea 
that  all  persons  claiming  under  Mr.  Hammond  were 
bound,  unless  they  gave  distinct  and  specific  notice  to 
the  co-proprietors  of  the  ship,  that  they  had  an  interest 
distinct  from  Mr.  Hammond  in  the  matter,  in  which 
case  it  would  probably  have  been  necessary  to  have 
obtained  their  authority  to  any  steps  to  be  taken  in 
order  to  bind  them. 

I  also  find  that  this  was  the  view  which  I  took  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  as  appears  at  the  concluding  words 
of  my  judgment,  and  which  is  confirmed  by  my  note  of 
what  took  place.  Although  the  point,  I  am  bound  to 
say,  did  not  come  before  me  in  the  same  specific  form 
that  it  does  now,  my  decree  was,  that  the  freight  was  to 
be  divided  after  deducting  the  expenses  of  the  voyage, 
and  therefore  if  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  properly 
one  of  the  expenses  of  the  voyage,  then  I  think  that  it 
follows  that  the  freight  must  be  divided  after  deducting 
the  expenses  of  the  insurance. 

Note. — ^The  decisioDS  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the  former  and 
present  occasion  were  affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices  on  the  1st  of 
MBFtk,  1859. 
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1858. 


HARTSHORNE  v.  NICHOI^ON. 

A  bequest  of  JOSHUA   WILLIAMS,  by  his  will  dated  the  6th 

^es^Ush  a  ^^  April,  1819,  expressed  himself  in  the  following 

Bchool  for  edu-  terms : — 
eating  the  poor 
children"  of  a 

parish  is  not  «  J  gjyg  ^nd  bequeath  to  the  minister  and  church- 
void  under  the  J              i.    -.^              ,                                   •   1         /.   TTT       1 

Statute  of  wardens  of  Minsterley,  in  the  pansh  of  Wesibury,  the 

Mortmain.  interest  of                for  ever,  to  establish  a  school  far 

A  testator  '                                             •' 

bequeathed,  educating  the  poor  children  of  the  aforesaid  parish  of 

minister  of  ^'^  denominations  and  to  provide  a  schoolmaster,  who 

Af.  a  sum  of  must  be  of  a  good  moral  character,  and  to  remain  as 

educating  the  schoolmaster  as  long  as  lie  shall  behave  himself  well 

P®®^,»  ■*"  in  the  aforesaid  office,  or  during  their,  the  aforesaid 

condly,  an  .   ,                                                                    » 

annuity  of  5/.  minister  and  churchwardens',  pleasure. 

a  year  to  A. 

for  life,  and 

after  her  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Hannah  Oough  an  annuity 

minister  of  ^^  ^''  ^  year,  to  be  paid  to  her  half-yearly  during  her 

M.,  in  addition  natural  life;  and,  after  her  decease,  "I  give  and  be- 
to  the  sum  of  i             i            .    .                   i      i           i            j              n  -mM*             » 

Ibtank]  for  queath  to  the  mmister  and  churchwardens  of  Minsterley 

educating  the  aforesaid  the  said  sum  of  5/.  a  year  for  ever,  in  addition 

poor  of  At. ;  j                       ^ 

and,  thirdly,  to  the  before-mentioned  sum  of               a  year,  for  edu- 

l5Mo*B^for  ^^*^°g  ^^®  P^^^  children  of  the  parish  aforesaid." 

life,  and  after 

his  deceflse  he 

gave  to  the  "  ^  g^^®  ^^^  bequeath  to  my  good  friend  John  John- 

minister  of  gQj^^  fc^.,  an  annuity  of  16/.  a  year  during  his  natural 

8umofr6/anit]  life  for  the  trouble  he  may  be   at   in    managing   my 

the^fwo  sum*?  affairs;  after  his  decease,  then  it  is  my  will  I  give  and 

before  men-  bequeath  to  the  minister  and  churchwardens  of  Minster- 

ihsx  the  corpus  '^>  ^"  ^^  ^^'^  parish  of  Westbury,  in  the  county  afore- 
producing  the  said,  the  said  sum  of  a  year  in  addition  to  the 
well  ffiven  to  ^^o  sums  before  mentioned." 

the  charity,  The 
subject  to  the 
life  interests. 
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The  testator  died  in  1820,  and  his  executors  John  1868. 

Johnson  and  Richard  Whiieaves  invested  part  of  bis  ^-^.^^^ 

estate  in  the  purchase  of  666Z.  13*.  4d.  £3  per  Cent.  Hartihoriib 

Consols,  to  meet  the  two  annuities  of  6/.  and  16/.  Nicholson. 

The  annuitants  Hannah  Gough  and  John  Johnson 
were  both  dead. 

The  Plaintiff  was  the  present  personal  representative 
and  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator.  The  De* 
fendants  Nicholson  and  Everall  were  the  minister  and 
chapelwarden  of  Minslerley,  and  the  Defendant  Oujf 
was  the  representative  o(  Johnson. 

The  Plaintiff  stated,  that  she  was  advised  that,  having 
regard  to  the  terms  of  the  testator's  will,  and  to  the 
blanks  therein  left,  and  also  having  regard  to  the  laws 
relating  to  charitable  uses  and  gifts,  the  bequest  to  the 
minister  and  churchwardens  of  Minsterley  was  invalid, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  next  of  kin  of  the 
testator  living  at  his  death  were  entitled  thereto,  as  part 
of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  said  Joshua  Williams. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  bequest  to  the 
minister  and  churchwardens  of  Minsterley  was  invalid, 
and  that  the  sum  of  666/.  13«.  4td.  £3  per  Cent.  Con- 
solidated Bank  Annuities,  and  the  dividends  accrued 
thereon  since  the  death  of  the  said  John  Johnson  and 
Hannah  Oough  respectively,  belonged  to  and  formed 
part  of  the  residuary  estate  and  effects  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer  for  the 
PlainUff. 

Mr.  Murray  for  Guy. 

Mr. 
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1868.  Mr.  Tripp  for  Parry. 

Mr.  JS.  Murray  for  other  Defendants. 


Ha&tshoriib 

o. 

NlCHOLIOM. 


Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Attorney- General. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  10.  The  first  gift  is  clearly  void,  for  it  is  a  gift  of  nothing, 

but  its  validity  as  a  charitable  bequest,  assuming  a  sum 
to  have  been  stated  in  the  place  of  the  blank,  becomes 
material  in  reference  to  the  third  bequest. 

I  have  already  expressed  my  opinion  that  I  entertain 
no  doubt  whatever  of  the  validity  of  the  second  bequest 
for  educating  the  poor  of  the  parish. 

When  I  first  read  the  third  bequest,  I  conceived  that 
there  being  a  blank  as  to  the  sum,  it  was  open  to  the 
same  objection  as  the  first,  and  that  the  same  ingredient 
would  make  it  void,  but  it  was  called  to  my  attention, 
that  it  is  clear  that  the  testator  intended  to  give  the  162. 
a  year,  which  he  had  previously  given  to  John  Johnson 
for  life,  and  I  think  that  no  answer  can  be  given  to  that 
argument 

The  question  then  arises,  by  coupling  the  two  bequests 
together,  as  to  the  validity  of  this  gift  of  15/.  per  annum 
to  the  minister  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  MiM- 
sterley  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned.  As  to  the 
first  bequest,  therefore,  it  becomes  necessary  to  consider 
the  validity  of  its  terms  as  a  charitable  gift  The  third 
bequest  must  be  read  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  words 
of  the  first  had  been  introduced  into  it,  and  as  if  the 
testator  had  said  this : — '^  After  the  death  of  John  John- 
son,  I  give  the  said  sum  of  a  year  for  ever  in 

addition 
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addition  to  the  two  sums  of  51.  and  16/.  before  men-  1858. 

tioned  to  establish   a  school  for  educating  the   poor  "^^^/^w 

children  of  the  aforesaid  parish  of  all  denominations,  Ha«t8horhs 

and  to  provide  a  schoolmaster."  Nicholson. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  would  be  a  good  bequest. 
In  the  first  place,  assuming  it  to  be  established  by  the 
authorities  which  I  commented  on  in  TVye  v.  The  Car^ 
poraticn  of  Gloucester  {a),  that  every  bequest  which 
contemplates  the  putting  of  land  into  mortmain  is  void 
nnder  the  statute,  and  that  it  has  been  decided,  by  a 
number  of  authorities,  that  if  a  person  give  a  sum 
of  money  to  erect  a  school-house,  it  will  involve  the 
purchase  of  land,  and  therefore  that  such  a  gift  is  void 
under  the  statute,  still  that  does  not  dispose  of  the 
question  here,  which  is,  whether  a  gift  of  money  to 
establish  a  school  necessarily  involves  the  purchase 
of  land  or  the  building  a  school-bouse.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  a  school  may  be  established  by  hiring  a  room, 
without  necessarily  involving  the  purchase  of  land  ;  and 
it  is  not  for  me  to  declare  that  a  gift  is  void,  because 
one  of  the  many  modes  by  which  it  might  be  carried 
into  effect  would  involve  the  purchase  of  land. 

I  will  only  refer  to  three  authorities  on  the  subject. 
In  Johnston  v.  Swann  (fc),  the  marginal  note,  which  is 
accurate,  is  this: — ''A  bequest  of  7,100/.  to  be  laid 
out  in  the  funds,  and  the  interest  and  dividends  to  be 
applied  in  providing  a  proper  school-house,  held  to  be 
a  good  charitable  bequest,  as  a  school-house  might  be 
hired."  Sir  John  Leach  considered  that  to  be  a  good 
charitable  bequest  If  so,  that  case  goes  much  further 
than  the  present,  because  there  the  trustees  were  to 
'^  provide  a  proper  school-house ;"   but  here   the  gift 

is 

(a)  14  Beav.  173.  (h)  8  Mad.  457. 
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1858.  is  ooly  ''to  establish  a  scbool.**  SirJokm,  Leach  says, 
"With  respect  lo  the  school,  the  single  question  is, 
whether,  to  ezecnte  the  express  purpose  of  the  testator, 
NicBOLsov.  1^1^  must  be  purchased  for  erecting  a  school.  The 
testator  has  directed  only  that  a  proper  school-house 
should  be  proTided,  which  may  be  by  hire,  and  it  is 
some  evidence  of  his  intent  that  land  should  not  be 
bought,  that  the  trustees  are  only  to  apply  the  dividends, 
and  no  part  of  the  principal,  to  the  expense  of  providing 
a  school-house.  It  is  said  he  meant  the  charity  to  con- 
tinue for  ever ;  but  this  intent  may  be  executed  without 
necessity  for  the  purchase  of  land." 

These  observations  are  in  every  respect  strictly  ap- 
plicable to  the  present  case,  and  Joinsiom  v.  Swann, 
which  has  been  frequently  cited  and  commented  on,  has 
nerer,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  been  doubted.  It  was 
explained  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  Emgland  in  Oibleti 
V.  Hobson  (a),  who  says,  ''  I  must,  first  of  all,  mention 
that  the  authorities  which  I  have  stated  are  not,  in  my 
opinion,  at  all  affected  by  what  was  decided  by  Sir 
John  Leach,  Vice-chancellor,  in  the  case  of  Johnston 
V.  Swann;  because,  in  that  case,  the  testatrix  had 
directed  that  the  interest  of  so  much  only  of  the  larger 
fund,  which  she  directed  to  be  applied  for  charitable 
purposes,  as  should  not  exceed  600Z.,  should  be  applied 
for  providing  the  school-house.  It  is  perfectly  obvious, 
therefore,  that  that  direction  never  could  be  meant  to 
be  a  direction  to  build,  for  there  could  only  be  an 
annual  sum  of  18/.  applied.  I  mention  that,  because  it 
does  not  appear  from  the  printed  report  of  the  judgment 
that  Sir  John  Leach  took  notice  of  that  &ct ;  but  his 
Honor  seems  to  suppose  that  the  interest  of  the  whole 
of  the  fund  was  applicable,  and  the  marginal  note  so 

treats 

{a)  5  Sim,  661. 
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treats  it;  whereas,  in  point  of  fact,  it  was  only  the        1858. 
interest  of  so  much  of  the  fund  as  should  not  exceed 
600/.  that  was  applicable  to  providing  the  school-house.'' 


HARTBHOam 

o. 
Nicholson. 


I  cannot  say  that  I  am  quite  satisfied  with  the  grounds 
upon  which  that  observation  rests.  I  do  not  see  that 
the  greater  or  the  less  amount  of  the  dividends  can 
make  a  bequest  void  or  not  under  the  Statute  of  Mort- 
main,  and  I  rather  prefer  resting  the  decision  on  the 
ground  on  which  Sir  John  Leach  placed  it  But  if  the 
ground  of  the  Vice-chancellor  of  England  was  a  just 
one,  and  applicable  at  all,  it  is  strictly  applicable  to  the 
present  case,  where  only  20/.  a-year  is  to  be  applied  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  the  school ;  it  would  be 
impossible  to  purchase  land  and  erect  a  school-house 
with  so  small  a  sum,  unless  it  was  accumulated  for  a 
suflBcient  number  of  years,  for  which  no  direction  is,  or 
indeed  could  be,  given  in  the  will. 

In  Philpott  V.  8t.  Oeorge*8  Hospital  (a)  I  thought 
the  charitable  gift  void,  because  it  manifestly  contem- 
plated, not  directly  but  indirectly,  the  bringing  of  land 
into  mortmain.  My  decision  was  reversed  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  who  differed  from  me  in  opinion,  and 
held  that  the  charitable  gift  was  perfectly  good  (b). 

I  think  these  cases  go  much  further  than  the  present, 
and,  consequently,  that  this  is  a  valid  gift  to  the  charity, 
and  I  must  accordingly  so  declare. 

(a)  21  Beav.  134.  (6)  6  H.qfL.  Com.  338. 
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1868. 


GULLAN  V.  GROVE. 

July  12. 

A.  B.  had  a      ^T^HE  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of 

p^iTir**b*L  ^^^  ^^^^  *"^  ®^^^^  ^^    ^'®  brother    ThomoM 

will  or  any        GullanvLViA  two  others,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  invest, 

Mtuw^^JfVr^*    and  permit  his  brother  Thama$  GuUau  to  receife  the 

Qorting  to    interest  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  upon  trust  for  his 
is  win,  or      ... ,  .  ,  .    , 

any  codicil       children,  with  remainders  over. 

thereto."     On 

hia  death,  the  .        . 

third  and  His  will  contained  a  proviso,  that   if  his   brother 

o7a  wif  wew  ^*<''»«  G^«^^»  Should  not  have  any  child  or  children 
alone  die*  to  take  under  the  provisions  of  the  will,  then  and  in  such 
which  were  in  ^^®>  ^^^  testator  thereby  authorized  his  brother  Thomas 

the  hand-  Gullan^  by  his  will  or  any  uniting  in  the  nature  of  or 

writing  of  and  .  »     ,.       .n  ».  .i     »  . 

aigned  by         purporting  to  be  his  will,  or  any  codicil  thereto,  to  give 

A.  B,  and       jm^Q  )^y^  ^jPg  ^j^  annuity  of  lOOZ.  a  year,  for  tbe  term 

were  attested  ''  . 

by  two  wit-       of  her  life,  to  commence  from  the  day  of  bis  decease,  or 

thenTcoii"*  ^  failure  of  issue  to  take  as  aforesaid  (as  the  case  might 
tained,in  be),  and  tbe  testator  directed  and  required  his  trustees 

^ct  appoint     <^^  executors  to  pay  the  same  accordingly. 

ment.    Pro- 
bate ha^ng 
been  refused,        The   testator  died    in    1841 ;    his   brother    Thomas 

wMni'I  valid  ^«^^*  ^»«^  '°  ^^*^'  without  ever  having  had  any  child, 
execution  of     leaving  the  Plaintiff  his  widow. 

the  power  to 
appoint  by 

writing  "pur-  Shortly  after  Thomas  GuUan's  death  the  Plaintiff 
a  will.^'  and  her  sister  found  in   the  library  or  parlour  of  his 

house,  in  which  he  usually  kept  his  deeds,  securities 
and  other  valuables,  a  paper  writing  in  two  sheets, 
manifestly  forming  the  third  and  fourth  sheets  of  a 
will  made  by  him,  and  relating  (amongst  other  things) 
to  the  power  or  authority  given  him  to  give  to  his  wife 


an 
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an  annuity  of  lOOZ.  a  year   for  her  life.      They  were  1868. 

wholly  in  the  handwriting  of  Thomas  Gullan.  with  the  ^T*""^*"^ 
exception  of  the   names  of  the   witnesses,   and   were  v. 

as  follows :—  ^*°^"- 

**  of  Mr;  William  Sapicith,  in  trust  to  my  executors 
for  my  dear  wife  Lucy,  In  my  late  brother's  will,  on 
pages  seven  and  eight,  I  may  leave  100/.  to  my  dear 
wife  Lucy  during  her  life :  it*s  my  particular  wish  the 
said  100/.  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rent  of  house  in  Picca- 
dilly,  now  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  James  ClarkCf 
No.  225 ;  should  the  said  house  in  Piccadilly  be  un- 
occupied,  then  in  the  houses  in  Store  Street,  I  also 
leave  the  six  houses  and  small  stable  in  Southville  in 
the  parish  of  Lambeth^  in  the  county  of  Surrey ;  also 
bequeath  twenty  shares  in  the  Romford  Gas  Company, 
in  the  county 

*'  Thomas  Gullan.  '*  Henry  Poole. 

"  W.  C.  Poole.'' 

"  of  Essex^  also  fifty  shares  in  the  Guarantee  So- 
ciety, Birchin  Lane,  City;  also  four-  shares  in  the 
Guardian  Fire  OflBce,  Lombard  Street,  City.  It's  my 
particular  wish  and  desire  that  the  children  of  Mrs. 
John  Kiny  Eager  shall  have  the  half  part  of  Bower's 
Farm,  after  my  dear  wife's  decease,  when  the  youngest 
child  attains  the  age  twenty-one  years.  It's  also  my 
particular  desire  to  be  buried  in  St.  MargareCs  Church- 
yard, Westminster ;  should  it  not  be  allowed,  then  my 
remains  to  be  entered  in  Ripley  Churchyard,  the  other 
tide  of  the  remains  of 

"  Thomas  Gullan,  "  Henry  Poole, 

"  w.  a  Poou:' 

The  house  in  Piccadilly  was  part  of  the  first  testator's 
estate. 
YOL.  zzYi.  F  Diligent 
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1858.  Diligeot  search   was  made,  but  no  other  will  or 

^'^^  codicil  could  be  found.   His  widow  applied  to  the  Court 

V.  of  Probate  for  probate  of  these  testamentary  documents, 

^•'^-  which  was  refused. 

The  widow  then  instituted  this  suit,  praying  a  decla- 
ration that  the  above  testamentary  paper,  signed  by  the 
testator  and  attested,  was  a  good  and  mlid  execution 
of  the  power  in  her  favor,  and  for  consequential  di- 
rections. 

&Ir.  Beaies,  for  the  Plaintifi^  contended  that  this  was 
a  valid  execution  of  the  power,  being  "  a  writing  in  the 
nature  of  and  pwrportimg  to  be  his  will."  That  it  did 
not  the  less  **  purport  **  to  be  his  will  because  it  could 
not  be  proved  in  the  Probate  Court ;  and  that  this  docu- 
ment, so  far  as  related  to  the  execution  of  the  power, 
was  complete  in  itself.  He  cited  Jhike  of  Jfarlberomgh 
V.  Lord  Godotpkim  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  :  The  question  is,  whether 
1  can  treat  a  part  of  an  instrument  as  a  writing  pur- 
porting to  be  a  will.  If  this  had  been  the  whole  in- 
strument, I  should  have  had  no  doubt ;  but  here  he  has 
cancelled  half  the  instrument.  I  express  no  opinion  as 
to  whether  a  person  can  partially  cancel  his  will ;  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  point  now  before  the  Court  k 
exactly  the  same  as  that  which  was  before  the  Court  of 
Probate,  viz.  whether  a  part  only  of  a  will  can  be  treated 
either  as  a  will  or  as  writing  purporting  to  be  a  will. 

Mr.  FoUeti  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor  then  asked  that 
the  bill  might  be  dismissed  with  costs,  on  the  ground 
that  the  point  was  clear.    They  cited  Smgd.  Powers  (b); 

and 

(•)  2  To  M.  SI.  {k)  rW.  \yf^  156»26S» 396  (6lAc£l.) 
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and  Longford  ▼.  Eyre(a\  where  the  power  was  to  be  1868. 

executed  by  will,  "  or  by  any  writing  in  the  nature  of  a  ^"^^v-^^ 
willy''  aad  the  Lord  Chancellor  thought  that  the  words  v. 

'*in  the  nature  of  a  will"  meant  the  same  as  a  will.  Gbovi. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

(a)  1  P.  Wm»,  741. 


ROWLAND  V.  TAWNEY. 

rpHE  testator  gave  4,000/.  to  his  executors  in  trust  Bequest  to  a 
^  for  his  nephew  James  Whiteavea  Rowland  for  his  fo^lHe'^'and'* 
life,  ^  and  after  his  decease,  to  divide  the  same  amongst  afterwards  to 
his  children^  and  if  he  shall  leave  no  issue,  amongst  the  followed  by' 
children  of  his  brothers  John  and  Joseph;  and  if  they  a  declaration 

.    «i  T    ,.  ,  .   ,     .  ,  that  these  in- 

sball  leave  no  issue,  I  direct  the  same  to  sink  into  and  terests  should 
become  part  of  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate."  J^«^1ntei^r 

at  the  age  of 

He  gave  the  residue  to  his  six  nephews  and  nieces  for  an^VgUl^' 
life,  as  tenants  in  common,  with  power  to  appoint  their  p^er  to  the 
shares  to  their  children.  dying  under 

twenty-five : 
...      Heldt  too  re- 
He  then  proceeded  as  follows : — '^  And  it  is  my  will  mote. 

that  the  legacy,  share  or  pecuniary  interest  which  any 

person  (meaning  thereby  any  of  my  said  nephews  and 

nieces,  or  their  issue,  limited  to  them)  shall  take,  under 

this  my  will,  shall  be  considered  as  a  vested  interest  at 

the  age  of  twenty-five  years ;  and  if  any  such  person 

shall  die  before  the  same  shall  become  so  vested,  then 

such  legacy,  share  or  pecuniary  interest,  as  well  original 

F  2  as 
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Rowland 

V. 

Tawmbt. 


as  accrued,  shall  go  and  accrue  to  the  brothers  or  sisters, 
or  brother  or  sister,  of  such  person,  in  like  manner  as 
their  original  shares;  but  in  case  any  such  persons  shall 
have  left  issue,  then  such  issue  shall  have  the  share  or 
shares,  both  original  and  accrued,  to  which  their  de- 
ceased parent  or  parents  would  have  been  entitled,  such 
share  or  share  to  be  vested  and  payable,  at  the  like 
time  and  subject  to  the  same  contingencies,  as  directed 
concerning  the  share  or  shares  of  their  parents. 


**  And  also  that  all  interest  or  other  proceeds  of  per- 
sonal estate,  and  also  all  rents  and  proceeds  of  freehold 
and  leasehold  estates  (except  where  herein  otherwise 
directed),  shall  be  received  by  my  executors,  and  ac- 
cumulated and  be  invested,  in  manner  aforesaid,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  person  or  persons  presumptively  entitled 
to  the  enjoyment  of  such  estates  for  life,  in  tail,  or 
otherwise.  Nevertheless,  I  give  my  executors  full 
power  to  apply,  for  the  maintenance,  education  or  ad- 
vancement in  the  world  of  such  persons  respectively, 
until  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  such 
part  of  the  said  interest  or  rents  as  my  said  executors 
shall  think  fit.  And  in  particular,  that  in  case  any  such 
person  or  persons,  being  a  female  or  females,  shall 
marry  under  the  said  age  of  twenty-five  years,  with  the 
consent  of  my  executors,  then  my  executors  shall  be  at 
liberty,  if  they  think  proper,  to  pay  to  such  female  or 
females  the  whole  or  any  part  of  such  interest  or  rents, 
or  to  settle  any  principal  monies  or  estates,  or  any  part 
thereof,  to  the  separate  use  of  the  said  female  or  females, 
or  otherwise  as  my  said  trustees  shall  think  proper,  and 
at  their  sole  discretion,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  done 
consistently  with  the  provisions  of  this  my  will,  and  the 
contingencies  herein  provided  for  " 


The  testator  died  in  1835,  his  nephew  James  Whiteaves 

Rowland 
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Rowland  died  in  1857,  without  having  been  married. 
The  4,000/,  which  was  in  Court,  was  now  claimed  by  the 
children  of  John  and  Joseph  Rowland. 

Mr.  Hadden  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Toller  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  children  of  John 
and  Joseph,  argued,  first,  that  the  vesting  clause  only 
affected  the  residue;  and,  secondly,  that  the  meaning  of 
vesting  was  "  indefeasibly  vested  ;*'  Howgrave  v.  Car- 
tier  (a) ;  Poole  v.  Bott  (ft) ;  Taylor  v.  Frobisher  (c) ; 
Berkeley  v.  Swinburne  (cf). 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  JDrewry  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the 
widow's  representatives  and  persons  in  the  same  in- 
terest, argued  that  the  gift  to  the  children  at  twenty-five 
was  too  remote  and  void  ;  Griffith  v.  Pownall  {e) ;  In 
re  Morses  Settlement {f)\  and  that  the  contingency  on 
which  this  fund  was  directed  to  fall  into  the  residue 
not  having  happened,  it  was  undisposed  of. 

Mr.  Foltett  and  Mr.  Torriano  for  other  parties. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

Although  the  Court  has,  always,  every  disposition  to 
treat  an  interest  as  vested,  still  I  cannot  get  over  the 
words  of  this  will. 


1868. 


The  first  gift,  to  Jajmes  Whiteaves  Rowland  for  his  life 
and  afterwards  to  his  children,  and,  if  he  shall  have  no 
issue,  amongst  the  children  of  his  brothers  John  and 

Josephf 


(«)  3  Vn.  Sf  B.  79. 

(6)  11  Hflrr,  3» 

(c)  A  Dt  Gex^Sm.  191. 


(d)  16  Sim.  275. 
(0  13  Sim.  393. 
(J)   21  Beav.  174. 
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1858.  Joseph^  and  if  they  shall  have  ao  issue  then  to  fall  into 
the  residue,  is  perfectly  good ;  and  if  the  testator  had 
given  it  over  by  a  subsequent  clause,  *'if  they  died 
under  twenty-five/'  1  should  still  have  held  it  a  vested 
interest  to  be  divested  on  death  under  twenty-five  and 
indefeasibly  vested  at  twenty-five. 

My  difficulty  arises  from  this  express  direction  in  the 
subsequent  clause,  that  the  shares  of  the  nephews  and 
nieces  **  shall  be  considered  as  a  vested  interest  at  the  age 
of  twenty-five  years,  and  if  any  such  person  shall  die  be- 
fore the  same  shall  become  so  vested,  then  such  legacy'* 
8cc.  shall  accrue  to  the  **  brother  or  sister  of  such  person 
in  like  manner  as  their  original  shares."  If  it  had 
stopped  there,  I  should  have  been  disposed  to  think  that 
it  meant  indefeasibly  vested  at  twenty-five,  because  it 
does  not  provide  for  the  case  of  a  person  dying  leaving 
issue. 

But  here  the  testator  says, ''  in  case  any  such  person 
shall  have  left  issue,  then  such  issue  shall  have  the 
share  or  shares,  both  original  and  accrued,  to  which 
their  deceased  parent  or  parents  would  have  been  en- 
titled, such  share  or  shares  to  be  vested  and  payable 
at  the  like  time  and  subject  to  the  same  contingencies 
as  directed  concerning  the  shares  of  their  parents." 

I  think  it  impossible  to  get  over  those  words.  He 
provides  for  everything  that  is  to  occur,  there  is  nothing 
to  become  vested  until  they  attain  twenty-five,  and  he 
attempts  to  give  a  vested  interest  to  unborn  issue  at 
twenty-five,  which  he  clearly  cannot  do. 

If  I  found  anything  in  the  cases  in  anyway  to  con- 
trol the  construction  of  the  will,  I  should  be  glad  to 
adopt  it. 

Taylor 
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Taylor  y.  Frobisher  (a)  does  not  apply  to  this  case. 
He  has  drawn  this  will  as  if  be  had  read  that  case, 
and  excluded  the  very  ground  upon  which  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  decided  it. 


1858. 


In  Berkeley  v.  Swinburne  (fi),  a  good  deal  turned 
upon  the  clause  for  maintenance  and  advancement,  it 
being  given  out  of  the  share  to  which  they  were  entitled. 
Here  the  testator  merely  gives  to  the  executors  a  power 
of  maintenance  and  advancement  out  of  the  income. 
When  a  daughter  marries  under  twenty-five  with  con- 
senty  he  gives  his  executors  power  to  pay  such  daughter 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  such  interest  or  rents,  or  to 
settle  any  principal  moneys  or  estates,  or  any  part 
thereof,  to  the  separate  use  of  such  female,  or  other- 
wise as  they  shall  think  proper  and  at  their  sole  dis- 
cretion, **  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  done  consistently 
with  the  provisions  of  this  my  will  and  the  contin- 
gencies herein  provided  for."  The  testator,  therefore, 
guards  against  and  prevents  it  becoming  vested.  I 
see  no  mode  by  which  I  can  get  over  the  words. 


Upon  the  other  point  I  entertain  no  doubt :  the  be- 
quest does  not  take  effect,  and  it  falls  into  the  residue. 
The  testator's  saying,  that  it  is  to  fall  into  the  residue 
in  a  particular  event,  does  not  prevent  its  falling  into 
the  residue  in  another  event,  which  he  did  not  anticipate. 
Therefore,  it  must  go  and  be  divided  as  a  share  of  the 
residue. 

(a)  5  DeG.i  Smaie,  191.  {h)  16  Sim.  275. 
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TOWNSHEND  v.  MOSTYN. 

Juljf  20,  22.  . 

A  testator         ^T^HE  testator  Henry  Meredith  Mosiyn,  by  his  will 

«??«"Jr/^*''y  ^a^d   the   24th   of   March,    1834,   directed   his 

of  7,000/.  *o       J   ,         «  ,         , 

bis  wife  and  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be  paid  out 

fegacielT  By  °^  ^^^  personal  estate ;  but  in  case  it  should  prove  in- 

a  codicil,  he  suflScient  for  that  purpose,  he  directed  that  the  same 

SMOO/fto  should  be  a  charge  on  his  real  estate.     He  then  gave 

bis  wife  and  to  his  wife  Susanna  Mostyn  all  his  household  goods, 

and  he  di-     '  &c.  &c.     He  then  gave  and  devised  all  his  real  estate 

reeled  »*  that  j^^  ^^^q  counties  of  Denbigh  and  Merioneth  (subject 
BO  far  as  llie  '^  n       j 

codicil  was  in  nevertheless  to  the  mortgages  affecting  the  same)  unto 
any'te^ta-^  his  wife  for  life,  in  case  she  should  continue  his  widow 
mentary  docn-  and   unmarried,   and    from    and   after   her  decease  or 

ment  he  had  '     ,  i  •     -i        i         mi  a      i         -n       • 

already  made,  marriage,  then  to  his  brother  Thomas  Arthur  Bertie 
be  wished  it      Mostvn  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 

to  take  effect,  . 

and  not  cancel  sons  in  tail.  And  after  reciting,  that  he  had  acquired  a 
^rio*^docu-"^  vested  interest  in  divers  sums  of  money,  which  would 
ment  which  not  become  payable  until  after  the  decease  of  his 
flSJ  that  the   mother^  the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  the  following 

legacies  were  sums  out  of  the  same  to  the  persons  hereinafter  men- 
cumulative.  .  ,        ,  .  V  1  •  -O      O  -MM-  \ 

An  estate      tioned  (that  is  to  say),  to  his  wife  busanna  Mostyn,  the 
was  subject  to   ^^^  ^f  7,000/.,  to  his  brother-in-law  Charles  Townshend, 

mortgages  of  ... 

7,000/.  created  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  to  his  sister-in-law  Anne  Townshend, 

toVand^f*'  ^'^6  s""^  ^f   1,000/.,  and   to   his   brother-in-law  John 

13,000/.  ere-  Townshend,    George  Townshend,  Henry  Dive   TownS" 

ancestor;  but  hend,  the  Reverend  Bennett  Vere  Townshend,  and  to 

Uie  testator  jjjg  sister-in-law  Dorothea  Cunliffe,  200/.  each.  And 
had  consoh-  '*' 

dated  them  the 

into  one  mort- 
gage for  20,000/.,  which  he  had  covenanted  to  pay.  The  testator  directed  his  debts 
to  be  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate,  but  if  insufiicient,  he  charged  them  on  his  real 
estate.  He  devised  his  real  estates  "  subject  nevertheless  to  the  mortgages  affecting 
the  same.*'  The  tesUtor  died  in  1840.  Held,  that  the  devisee  of  the  estate  did  not 
take  cum  onere,  but  was  entitled  to  have  the  whole  mortgage  debt  paid  out  of  the  tes- 
tator's penonal  estate. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


73 


the  testator  directed  that  the  several  legacies  should 
become  a  vested  interest  in  each  of  the  legatees  within 
six  calendar  months  after  the  decease  of  the  testator's 
said  mother.  And  the  testator  declared,  that  the  be- 
quests and  provisions  made  in  favor  of  his  wife  should 
be  accepted  in  lieu  of  dower  and  thirds.  And  as  to  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  the  testator's  then  present  estate 
and  effects,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what 
nature  or  kind  soever,  not  thereinbefore  specifically 
disposed  of,  the  testator  bequeathed  the  same  to  his 
brother  Thomas  Arthur  Bertie  Monty n  absolutely ;  and 
he  appointed  his  brother  and  Townshend  executors. 


1868. 

Townshend 

V. 
MotTTN. 


The  testator  made  a  codicil  dated  the  29lh  of  July^ 
1840,  in  the  words  following: — ''In  case  I  have  not 
already  disposed  of  my  personal  property,  I  give  to  my 
dear  wife  the  sum  of  6,000/.,  to  my  relations  Anne 
Townshend  and  Cliarles  Townshend  1,000/.  each,  to 
Harriette  Dorothea  and  Marian  Susan  Townshend 
500/.  each,  to  John  Townshend^  Dorothea  Cunliffe^ 
Henry  Dive  Townshend^  George  Townshend  300/.  a 
piece,  to  the  trustees  of  the  new  church  at  Denbigh 
50Q/.,  the  above  sums  to  be  a  charge  on  and  paid  out 
of^a  certain  sum  of  money  to  which  I  am  entitled  on 
thel:death  of  my  mother  and  immediately  after  her 
death.  I  give  the  residue  of  my  personal  effects  to  my 
dear  brother  Bertie  Mostyn.  So  far  as  the  above  is  an 
addition  only  to  any  testamentary  document  I  may 
have  already  made,  I  wish  this  my  will  to  take  effect, 
and  not  to  cancel  or  revoke  any  prior  document  which 
may  at  present  exist." 


The  testator  died  in  1840.  At  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator Henry  Meredith  Mostyn,  the  debts  secured  on  his 
real  estates  by  mortgage  consisted  of  20,000/.,  3,500/ 
and  1,000/.,  of  which  13,890/.  I9s.  (part  of  the  first 

mortgage 
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TOWNSHBND 

V. 

MOSTTN. 


mortgage  of  P.0^000/.)  and  the  third  mortgage  of  1,000Z. 
had  originally  been  debts  or  incumbrances  created  by 
his  father;  but  the  testator  had  included  the  13,899/.  19f, 
in  the  20,000/.,  and  had  become  personally  liable  for 
the  payment  of  the  aggregate  sum. 

Two  questions  arose,  first,  whether  the  legacies  given 
by  the  will  and  those  by  the  codicil  were  cumulative; 
and,  secondly,  whether  the  devisees  of  the  real  estate 
took  cum  onere,  or  whether  the  mortgages  were  pay- 
able, in  the  first  instance,  out  of  the  personal  estate. 

Mr.  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Lindley^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Boyce,  for  the  testator's  brother. 

It  was  argued,  first,  that  the  legacies  were  substitu- 
tional and  not  cumulative ;  Lee  v.  Pain  (a).  Secondly, 
that  the  debts  were  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate, 
but  if  that  were  insufficient,  then  out  of  the  real  estate; 
Bateman  v.  Hotchken  {b)  \  Bickham  v.  CruttweU(c); 
Goodwin  v.  Lee  (d) ;  for  as  the  testator  had  consolidated 
all  the  mortgages,  and  made  his  father's  debts  his  own ; 
they  must,  therefore,  be  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate 
as  directed  by  the  will. 

Short  V.  Long  (e) ;  Jarman  on  Wills  (/) ;  Tombs  v. 
Roch  (g) ;  Powell  on  Mortgages  (A) ;  Duke  of  Ancaster 
V.  Mayer  {i)  were  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

July  22,  Two  questions  arise  on  this  will,  which  I  was  de- 

sirous of  considering  more  carefully  before  expressing 

my  opinion. 

The 


(fl)  4  Hare,  201. 
(6)  10  JBeov.  426. 
(c)  3  MyL  Sf  Cr.  763. 
(rf)  1  KoyifJ,  377. 
(e)  2  Vtm.  756. 


(/)  Fo/.  2,  p.  534,  (2m/ «/ ). 
ig)  2  CoU,  490. 
(A)  Paget  861  a,  863  (6M  ec/.)* 
(i)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  454. 
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The  first  question  is,  whether  the  legacies  given  by 
the  codicil  are  cumulative  or  substitutional.  1  am  of 
opinion  they  are  cumulative,  and  that  the  second  are 
intended  to  be  given  in  addition  to  those  already  given 
by  the  will.  One  of  them  in  favor  of  wife  is  not  exactly 
the  same  sum^  for  by  the  will  it  is  7,000/.  and  by  the 
codicil  it  is  6,000/. :  but  this  is  not  the  ground  on  which 
I  principally  rely. 

By  the  will,  the  legacies  are  given  to  different  persons 
in  express  terms ;  after  doing  this,  he  makes  a  codicil, 
which  is  in  these  terms : — "  In  case,  &c."  These  le- 
gacies might  therefore  be  considered  a  repetition  of 
those  given  by  the  will  and  to  be  in  substitution  for 
them ;  but  he  guards  against  this,  for  he  expressly 
says,  he  wishes  this  codicil  to  take  effect  in  addition 
only  to  any  testamentary  document  he  had  already 
made,  and  not  to  cancel  or  revoke  it.  That  clearly 
means,  that  these  legacies  are  given  in  addition  to 
those  he  has  already  given  by  his  will.  I  think  that 
nothing  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  circumstance  of  his 
saying,  '*  in  case  I  have  not  already  disposed  of  my 
personal  property."  The  fact  is,  he  did  not  very  well 
remember  the  contents  of  his  will,  and  he  speaks  of  it 
as  ''any  testamentary  document  I  may  have  already 
made;*'  but  whatever  might  be  the  will  which  he 
already  made,  he  expresses  his  wish  that  this  codicil 
shall  be  in  addition  thereto,  and  not  to  cancel  or  revoke 
that  instrument. 


1868. 


TOWMSBENO 

V. 

MOBTTK. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  these  legacies  are 
cumulative. 

The  next  and  important  question  is,  whether  the  per- 
sonal estate  is  first  a(fplicable  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts,  or  whether  there  ought  to  be  an  apportionpaent, 
so  as  to  apply  it  rateably  with  the  realty. 

The 
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The  testator  contemplates  the  possibility  of  his  per- 
sonal  estate  not  being  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses^  for  he  ''  directs  his 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be  paid 
out  of  his  personal  estate  ;  but  in  case  it  should  prove 
insufficient  for  those  purposes,  he  directs,  that  the 
same  should  be  a  charge  on  his  real  estate." 


In  fact,  I  am  merely  carrying  that  direction  into 
effect,  and  that  is  the  real  effect  of  all  the  cases  on  the 
subject.  The  fact  of  his  devising  the  real  estate  '*  subject 
nevertheless  to  the  mortgages  affecting  the  same,"  is,  in 
my  opinion,  nothing  more  than  descriptive  of  the  parti- 
cular property.  The  consequence  is,  that  the  real  estate 
is  neither  primarily  applicable,  nor  liable  to  contribute 
towards  payment  of  the  debts,  until  sffter  the  personal 
estate  has  been  exhausted. 


On  the  other  point,  also,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  all 
these  mortgage  debts  are  debts  of  the  testator,  and  that 
they  were,  in  fact,  made  so  by  him.  There  are  many 
cases  on  the  subject,  which  I  have  looked  into  (a), 
and  I  have  more  than  once  had  occasion  to  consider 
this  question,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  rule 
is  this  : — that  where  the  owner  of  property  adds 
mortgages  of  his  own  to  other  mortgages  created  by 
his  ancestor,  and  unites  them  altogether,  and  makes 
himself  personally  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  ag- 
gregate sum,  the  whole  mortgage  debt  then  becomes 
his  debt,  and  if,  by  his  will,  he  directs  his  debts  to  be 
paid,  the  consolidated  mortgage  must  be  considered  as 
one  of  them.  I  think  it  desirable  to  avoid  making  any 
fine  distinction  on  the  subject,  which  I  should  be  doing 
if  I  were  to  concur  in  the  argument  addressed  to  me, 

and 

(o)  See  Barham  y.  The  Earl  of  Thanel,  3  Myl,  Sf  K.  607. 
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and  separate  the  whole  debt  into  different  portions,  and        1868. 
thus  hold  that  of  this  20,00OZ.  part  was  the  testator's    ^^^^^^''"'^ 

111  I  .1  til  lilt  TOWNSHEMD 

debt,  but  the  remainder  not,  when  he  has  added  them  «. 

together,  making  one  charge  of  20,000/.,  and  has  made 
himself  personally  liable  by  a  covenant  to  pay  the  whole. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  that  the 
legacies  are  cumulative;  and,  in  the  second,  that  the 
personal  estate  must  be  applied  in  the  first  instance, 
so  far  as  it  extends,  in  payment  of  the  debts,  and  that 
it  must  be  applied  in  payment  of  all  the  debts  of  the 
testator,  including  those  which  he  has  made  himself 
liable  to  pay. 

Note.— Sfif  17  Sf  18  Viet.  c.  113;  Sw»in%nn  v.  Sicainson,  6  De  O, 
M,  4-  G.  648;  Hood  v.  Hoody  26  L.  J.  (N.  S,)  Ch.  616. 


PHILLIPS  V.  BRYDON. 


B 


July  9,  10. 


Y  a  voluntary  settlement,  dated  in  February,  1848,  A  power  to 

,_.       _       /  .         ,  ror/^,  appoint  the 

Miss  Brydon  assigned  a  sum  of  ooO/.  to  two  trus-  «•  interest*' of  a 

tees,  upon  trust  to  invest,  and  pay  the  "interest,  divi-  ^""u*  ^^***1^ 
dends  and  annual  produce  of  the  trust  moneys"  to  her  appointment  of 
for  life,  for  her  separate  use  ;  and  after  her  decease  "  to  notwfihsuind- 
pay  and  apply  the  interest,  dividends  or  annual  proceeds"  ing  subsequent 
of  the  sum  of  650/.,  or  other  the  said  trust  moneys  for  ^^  Umita- 

the  time  beinyr,  in  such  manner  and  to  such  uses,  intents  ^*°"  of  the 

®'  .      '  said "  trust 

and  purposes  as  she  by  her  will  should  appoint ;  **  And  moneys"  and 
in  default  of  any  such  direction  or  appointment,  and  so  "mtcreit 
far  as  any  such  might  not  extend,  and  subject  thereto, 
then  in  trust  to  pay,  assign  and  transfer  the  said  trust 
moneys  and  premises,  and  the  securities  whereon  the 
same  might  at  the  time  be  invested,  and  all  interest, 
dividends   and    annual    produce    thereof,"    unto    and 

amongst 
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amongst  her  children,  as  she  by  deed  or  will  should 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  then 
amongst  all  her  children  equally.  And  in  case  there 
should  be  none  living  at  her  decease,  then  upon  trust 
"  to  transfer  and  assign  the  said  trust  moneys  to  such 
person"  as  Miss  Brydon  should  by  will  appoint,  and 
in  default,  to  such  persons  as  would  have  been  entitled 
to  the  same  in  case  the  said  Miss  Brydon  had  died 
without  having  been  married  and  intestate. 


In  January^  1849,  Miss  Brydon  married  the  Plaintiff 
Mr.  Phillips.  She  died  in  Aprils  1857,  leaving  issue 
one  child  only,  who  was  born  sbortly  before  her  death. 

By  her  will,  dated  in  April,  1856,  she  directed  and 
appointed  that,  after  her  decease,  the  trustees  *'  should 
pay  and  apply  the  interest,  dividends  and  annual  pro- 
ceeds of  the  650/.,  or  other  the  said  trust  moneys  for  the 
time  being,  unto  the  Plaintiff  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life,  for  his  absolute  use  and  benefit."  And  she 
further  directed  and  appointed,  that  from  and  imme- 
diately after  her  decease,  the  trustees  "  should  transfer 
and  assign  the  650/.,  or  other  the  trust  moneys  and 
premises,  and  the  securities  whereon  the  same  might 
be  invested,  and  all  interest,  dividends  and  annual  pro- 
duce thereof,  unto  the  Plaintiff /or  his  absolute  use 
and  benefit 

Doubts  having  been  entertained  as  to  the  effect  of 
this  appointment,  this  suit  was  instituted  by  Mr.  PhU- 
lips,  praying  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  himself  and 
the  child  might  be  declared. 


Mr.  F.  T.  White,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  the 
unlimited  power  to  appoint  dividends  was  a  power  to 

appoint 
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appoint  the  capital ;  Haig  v.  Swiney  (a).    He  also  cited 
Samuda  v.  Lomada  (6). 

Mr.  Cory^  contri,  argued  that  the  settlement  made  a 
marked  distinction  between  income  and  capital,  and 
that  there  were  two  powers  afiecting  them  separately, 
the  first  giving  a  limited  power  over  the  dividends,  and 
the  second  a  power,  only  to  arise  in  default  of  children, 
over  the  capital.  That  it  was  impossible  to  conceive 
that  two  unlimited  powers  should  be  given  by  the  same 
instrument,  for  the  second  would  be  mere  surplusage. 
He  insisted,  that  as  the  second  power  had  never  arisen, 
the  Plaintiff  took  for  life  only. 

Mr.  Cole  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  F.  White  in  reply. 


1868. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  power  to  appoint  the 
dividends  of  a  sum  of  650/.  is,  in  fact,  a  power  to  ap- 
point the  capital  of  the  trust  fund.  Looking  at  the 
first  power  itself,  what  limit  is  there  as  to  appointing 
the  dividends  ?  This  lady  is  authorized  to  appoint  the 
dividends  and  annual  proceeds  of  the  650/.  '*  in  such 
manner  and  to  such  uses,  intents  and  purposes"  as  she 
may  think  fit.  Why,  then,  should  I  limit  the  power 
of  appointing  the  dividends  to  the  life  of  the  appointee  ? 
Why  might  she  not  appoint  them  for  any  number  of 
lives,  or  in  perpetuity  ?  and  if  so,  she  may  appoint  the 
capital.  It  appears  to  me,  that  the  power  by  itself  is 
unlimited. 

Then  is  it  cut  down  by  what  follows  in  the  deed  ? 

In 

(a)  1  Sim.  i  Si.  487.  (6)  7  Beav.  243. 


Phillips 
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1868.  In  default  of  appointment^  the  -''trust  money^  and  the 
interest,  dividends  and  annual  produce,"  are  given  to 
the  children  as  she  shall  appoint,  and  in  default  equally. 
Brydon.  There  is  nothing  in  this  inconsistent  with  a  previous 
general  power  of  appointment;  for  the  second  power 
always  assumes,  that  there  has  been  no  previous  ab- 
solute appointment. 

Then  comes  the  clause  which  creates  the  difficulty, 
which  is  the  direction,  that  if  no  children  should 
be  living  at  her  death,  then  ''  the  trust  moneys"  are  to 
be  transferred  to  such  person  as  Mrs.  Phillips  should 
by  will  appoint.  Mr.  Cory  asks,  what  possible  object 
could  there  be  for  giving  Mrs.  Phillips  2l  general  power 
of  appointing  the  whole  fund  by  will,  and  after  inter- 
mediate limitations,  to  give  her  a  second  power  to 
appoint  the  capital  by  will  ?  From  thence  he  argues, 
that  the  first  power  must  apply  to  the  dividends  only, 
and  the  second  to  the  capital,  for  otherwise  the  second 
would  be  mere  surplusage. 

I  think,  however,  that  this  is  not  sufficient  to  control 
what  goes  before,  and  that  if  it  were  so  intended,  it 
ought  to  have  been  expressed  in  more  distinct  terms. 
I  au),  thert'fore,  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  cut  down  the 
first- mentionei)  power. 

By  her  will  she  appoints  the  dividends  to  her  hus- 
band tor  life,  and  afterwards  directs  the  trust  moneys  to 
be  transferred  and  assigned  to  him  for  his  absolute  use. 
She,  no  doubt »  was  informed,  that  there  was  a  doubt 
whether  the  fii^t  |xn\er  did  authorize  her  to  appoint 
the  capital*  and  therefore  she  executed  the  two  powers 
by  her  will»  intending  to  give  evfrything  she  could  to 
her  hu»baud>  so  that  if  one  (ailed  the  other  might 
operate. 

I  am 
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I  am  of  opinion,  that  a  declaration  must  be  made,        1868. 
that  the  will  is  a  good  appointment  in  favor  of  the 
Plaintiff  absolutely. 


GOWER  V.  TOWERS. 


July  27. 


THE  testator  by  his  will,  among  other  bequests,  gave  Two  bequetu 
^  ,,  were  made  to 

as  follows :—  the  same  per- 

son in  succes- 
**  I  next  give  and  bequeath  to  Miss  Jane  Longueville  give  tentences, 

Anit,  my  dear  wife's  sister,  the  interest  of  all  that  sum  j^^er^the* 
of  money  which   I   came  into  at  the  death  of  John  word* "  for 

.  .  .  life"  were 

Williams,   esquire,   now  standing   and    being    in   the  added.    Held, 

Three  per  Cents.  Reduced  Annuities,  amounting  to  the  *ha'  ^^®  ^'V?h 

,  .  .       tation  applied 

sum  of  2,643/.  and  a  fraction   And  I  also  give  to  Miss  to  the  second 
Jane  Longueville  Antt  the  interest  of  all  that  half  of  g^tS'wa- 
my  dear  wife's  property,  should  I  be  the  longest  liver,  tee  took  the 
which,  according  to  the  settlement  made  on  my  mar-  ]J^iy,  ^ 
riage,  will  come  to  me  by  right  of  that  deed,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  for  her  own  and 
separate  use  and  control,  notwithstanding  she  may  be 
married,  and  her  receipt  to  be  a  good  and  sufficient 
discharge,  notwithstanding  her  coverture." 

The   question   was,   whether    Miss  Antt  took    the 
2,643/.  for  life  or  absolutely. 

The  word  "  And"  commenced  with  a  capital  letter  in 
the  probate. 

Mr.  Folktt  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  Mr.  Nugent,  Mr.  Hoare,  Mr.  Lloyd, 
VOL.  XXVI.  G  Mr. 
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Mr,  FUzhurgh,  Mr.  Teed,  Mr.  Hallett,  Mr.  JE.  8mUh 
and  Mr.  Foohs,  for  tbe  Defendants,  contended,  that 
she  took  a  life  interest  They  cited  RicAards  t. 
Baker  (a);  Rawlings  v.  Jennings (b);  Blann  ▼.  Sell{c). 

Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke^  for  the  representatives  of  Miss 
Antt,  was  not  called  on. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  ate  of  opinion,  on  this  will,  that  Miss  Anti  took  an 
absolute  interest  in  the  2,643/.  It  is  a  separate  and 
distinct  gift  from  the  one  which  follows. 

If  the  sentence  had  run  thus: — ''I  give  to  Miss 
Antt  the  2,643/.,  and  also  the  interest  of  my  wife's 
property,  for  life,"  then  there  would  have  beeo  no  doubt 
whatever  that  the  words  *'for  life"  would  have  bad 
the  effect  of  governing  tbe  whole  sentetice ;  but  here 
tbe  testator  makes  two  separate  and  distinct  gifts.  **  I 
give*'  2,643/.,  ''and  I  also  give"  half  my  wife's  property. 
Beaidea  this,  the  second  bequest  is  given  Gmt  her  separmie 
016)  which  restriction,  according  to  plain  and  gram- 
matical construction,  does  not  apply  to  tbe  first  legacy. 

I  am  of  opinion,  she  took  an  absolute  interest  in  the 
first  fund« 


(c)  S  IV  O^  Jf.  ^  G.  775. 
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GWYER  V.  PETERSON. 
PETERSON  V.  PETERSON. 

July  28. 

IN  the  first  suit,  instituted  by  one  of  the  next  of  The  common 
I  .  •     ^    ^1         J     •   •  X     A  J  administration 

kin  against  the  administrator,  a  common  decree  decree  having 

for  accoants  had  been  made  in  January,  1868.  '*^"?  °^«  "* 

a  foit  by  one 
of  the  next  of 

The  second  suit  was  instituted  by  another  of  the  next  ^'?;  *  ••?>"* 

^  luit  was  in- 

of  kin  against  the  administrator  in  Jubf,  1868,  asking  stituted,  six 

additional  relief.  S^SlSbS"' 

next  of  kin, 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Rowcliffe  now  moved  to  stay  Sit^J  relief. 
the  proceedings  in  the  second  suit  ^®  ^^ 

second  suit,  on 

Mr.  Sehm/n  and  Mr.  C.  Locock  Webb,  for  the  PlaintiflF  S^h^^^f^^l 
in  the  second  suit.  dertaking  not 

to  object  to 
any  additions 

The  claims  in  this  suit  are  more  extensive  than  in  the  <<>  ^^®  decree 

which  the 

Other,  and  the  relief  sought  cannot  be  obtained  under  judge  in 
the  common  decree.    The  second  bill  alleges  that  the  ^^*{JJ^"  ^ 
administrator  is  indebted  as  the  agent  of  the  testatrix,  reasonable, 
that  he  has  embarked  the  assets  in  trade,  and  is  ac- 
countable for  the  profits,  and  that  he  has  bought  real 
estate  with  the  assets,  thus  entitling  the  parties  either 
to  adopt  or  repudiate  the  transaction  ;  he  is  also  sought 
to  be  charged  with  an  occupation  rent 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

If  the  Defendant  in  the  first  suit  will  undertake  to 
offer  no  opposition  to  any  matters,  not  covered  by  the 
common  decree,  which  the  Judge  in  Chambers  may  think 

o  2  reasonable, 
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1858.  reasooable,  being  added  to  the  decree,  I  will  stay  all 
further  proceedings  in  the  second  suit,  and  make  the 
costs  of  that  sait  costs  in  the  &rst. 


Pbtbksow. 
Pbtbbsow 


This  being  acceded  to,  the  order  was  made. 


In  re  KINGSLEY'S  TRUST. 

A  wifeob-        rpHE  testator,  who  died  in  1855,  bequeathed  a  som 

gjjjj^jjr  ^^  **^^  ^  P^  *^^  Reduced  to  Amm  WooUeg, 

under  the  wife  of  Edward  WooUey, 

SO  ft  21  rtct. 
c  85«  t.  21 : 

*^  ^^  *'"•  IToo/fcy  had,  erer  since  the  year  1845,  been 

psTHMot  of  deserted  by  her  hosband  without  any  reasonable  cause, 

C^jiMLfo-  ^^^  ^^^^  desertion  had  continued  to  the  presrat  time, 

ttatii^  a  he  baring  been  last  heard  of  in  the  year  1855  as  then 

|j2J2Lirto      *»^«"g  '^^  ^^^  ^«'*  ^«^- 
htr. 

On  the  10th  of  Aprils  1858,  Mrs.  WooUey^  baring 
heard  nothing  whaterer  subsequently  from  her  husband, 
obtained  an  order,  under  the  hands  and  seal  of  three 
of  her  Majesty *s  Justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of 
Somerset^  in  petty  sessions,  in  pursuance  of  the  20  &  21 
lie/,  c.  85,  s.  21,  protecting  all  and  erery  the  earnings 
and  property  of  Mrs.  Wootteg  acquired  since  the  said 
year  1845  vbeing  the  commencement  of  such  desertion), 
from  her  said  husband  and  all  creditors  and  persons 
claiming  under  him,  and  further  directing,  that  all  such 
earnings  and  property  should  beloog  to  her  as  if  she 
n^re  a  fetm  soU^  which  order  was  within  ten  days 
duly  entered  with  the  registrar  of  tfie  coun^  court  of 

The 
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The  act  is  as  follows :— Sect.  21.  <'  A  wife  deserted  1858. 
by  her  husband  may,  at  any  time  after  such  desertion,  ^^-^^^^y 
if  resident  within  the  metropolitan  district,  apply  to  a  Kinoslbt's 
police  magistrate,  or,  if  resident  in  the  country,  to  jus-  Teust. 
tices  in  petty  sessions,  or  in  either  case  to  the  court,  for 
an  order  to  protect  any  money  or  property  she  may 
acquire  by  her  own  lawful  industry  and  property  which 
she  may  become  possessed  of  after  such  desertion,  against 
her  husband,  or  his  creditors,  or  any  person  claiming 
under  him  ;  and  such  magistrate  or  justices  or  court,  if 
satisfied  of  the  fact  of  such  desertion,  and  that  the  same 
was  without  reasonable  cause,  and  that  the  wife  is 
maintaining  herself  by  her  own  industry  or  property, 
may  make  and  give  to  the  wife  an  order  protecting  her 
earnings  and  property  acquired  since  the  commence- 
ment of  such  desertion,  from  her  husband  and  all 
creditors  and  persons  claiming  under  him,  and  such 
earnings  and  property  shall  belong  to  the  wife  as  if  she 
were  ^feme  sole,**  &c.  &c.  The  same  section  proceeds : — 
"  If  any  such  order  of  protection  be  made,  the  wife  shall, 
during  the  continuance  thereof,  be  and  be  deemed 
to  haye  been,  during  such  desertion  of  her,  in  the  like 
position  in  all  respects,  with  regard  to  property  and 
contracts  and  suing  and  being  sued,  as  she  would  be 
under  this  act,  if  she  obtained  a  decree  of  judicial 
separation." 

Sect.  25.  **  In  every  case  of  a  judicial  separation  the 
wife  shall,  from  the  date  of  the  sentence  and  whilst  the 
separation  shall  continue,  be  considered  as  a  feme  sole, 
with  respect  to  property  of  every  description  which  she 
may  acquire,  or  which  may  come  to  or  devolve  upon 
her ;  and  such  property  may  be  disposed  of  by  her  in 
all  respects  as  ^feme  sole,  and  on  her  decease  the  same 
shall,  in  case  she  shall   die  intestate,  go  as  the  same 

would 
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1858.       would  have  gone  if  her  hufiband  had  been  then  dead ; 

^'^^'^^^      proYidedi  that  if  any  such  wife  should  again  cohabit  with 

Kinoslby'b    ^^^  husband,  all  such  property  as  she  may  be  entitled 

Trust.       (q  when  such  cohabitation  shall  take  place  shall  be  held 

to  her  separate  use,  subject,  however,  to  any  agreement 

in  writing  made  between  herself  and  her  husband  whilst 

separate.*' 

After  obtaining  the  order,  Mrs.  WaoUey  applied  to 
the  executors  for  her  legacy,  but  they,  for  their  own 
protection,  paid  it  into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Act. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  Ann 
WooUey^  who  was  sixteen  years  of  age. 

Mrs.  WooUey  now  presented  a  petition,  praying,  that, 
after  payment  of  the  costs,  the  residue  of  the  fund  in 
Court  (414/.  16«.  Id.  £3  per  Cent  Reduced)  might  be 
transferred  and  paid  to  her,  in  the  absence  of  and  with- 
out the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  as  if  she  were  a 
feme  sole;  or  if  this  Court  should  deem  it  right,  then 
that  a  suitable  part  only  might  be  paid  to  her ;  or  that 
the  fund,  or  a  sufficient  part  thereof,  might  be  settled 
on  her  for  her  separate  use,  with  remainder  to  Ann 
Woolley,  her  only  child* 

Mr.  T.  B.  Saunders f  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  all  he  could 
do  would  be  to  ordet  the  fund  to  be  settled. 


Jtify3h  Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.   T.  B.  Saunders  again  men- 

tioned the  case  to  the  Court,  and  referred  to  the  terms 
of  the  act,  by  which  she  was  to  be  considered  tifeme 

sole 
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8ok  with  respect    to  property  of  every  description.       1868. 
They  cited  DwMey  t.  Ihmkley(a);   In  re  Wright  $      ^-^v^^ 
TruiU(Ji).  Ki»«7et'i 

Trust. 

Mr.  Butler,  for  the  executors,  cited  Daviion    v« 
Mason  (c). 


The  Master  of  tie  Rolls,  od  considering  the 
terms  of  the  act,  made  an  order  for  payment  of  the  fund 
to  the  Petitioner* 

(a)  A  Be  G.  if  Sm.  570;  2  (6)  15  Beav.  367. 

De  G.,  M.  t  O.  3f0.  <c)  13  Been.  540. 


NoT«.— See  Bathe  ▼.  The  Bank  of  England,  4  Xoy  4r  J.  564 ;  31 
4r  22  Fac/.  c.  108,  i.  7 ;  and  CooAc  y.  JW2r,  pot^,  p.  99. 


o 


Re  GREGSON. 

July  31. 

N  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Evans  in  1857,  Solicitors  em-, 

Messrs.  Cfregsonj  the  solicitors  of  Mr.  JEvans^  ^wlLad^to 

were    employed    by   him  to  prepare  the  settlement,  prepare  a  mar- 

They  accordingly  did  so,  and  it  was  executed  by  all  ment,  Heldnt^ 

parties.    Their  costs  amounted  to  46/.  14«.  lOd.    These  5®»°^,*f  P~- 
■  ,  dace  It  to  the 

costs  still  remained  unpaid,  and   Messrs.  Qregson  re-  tnuteef  until 
tained  the  settlement  in  their  possession.  |^^'  ^^^ 

Part  ioS  the  settled  property  consisted  of  a  house 
subject  to  a  mortgage  for  300/.  After  the  marriage, 
the  mortgagees,  under  a  power  of  sale,  sold  the  pro* 
perty,  and  after  dedacting  the  amount  due  to  them, 
diere  neoiained  a  balance  of  160/.  They  were  willing 
to  band  this  balance  over  to  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment, upon  being  satisfied  of  their  right  to  receive  it, 

and 
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1868.        ^^^  they,  for  this  purpose,  required  the  trustees  to  pro- 
duce the  indenture  of  settlement  for  their  inspection. 


Re  Grioion. 


Messrs.  Gregson  refused  to  produce  the  settlement, 
until  they  had  been  paid  their  bill  of  costs  for  preparing 
it. 

The  trustees  presented  the  present  petition,  insisting, 
that  the  solicitors  had  no  lien  on  the  settlement  as 
against  them,  and  praying,  that  Messrs.  Oregson 
might  be  ordered  to  deliver  it  up  to  them,  or  at  all 
events,  to  produce  it  for  inspection,  at  such  times  as 
should  be  reasonable,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them 
to  receive  the  160/.  from  the  mortgagees,  and  execute 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  But  if  this  Court  should 
be  of  opinion,  that  the  Petitioners  ought  to  pay  the 
45/.  145.  10c/.,  then,  that  if  necessary,  the  bill  of  costs 
might  be  taxed,  and  that  the  Petitioners  might  be 
allowed  to  pay  the  same  out  of  the  160/. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hoare,  in  support  of  the 
Petition.  The  solicitors  were  never  employed  by  the 
trustees  and  have  no  claim  against  them  for  costs,  they 
have,  therefore,  no  lien  as  against  them.  Upon  the 
execution  of  the  settlement,  new  rights  and  interests 
arose  in  favor  of*  third  parties,  which  the  solicitors 
are  bound  to  regard,  irrespective  of  their  claims  against 
Mr.  JEvans.  Their  client,  Mr.  Evans,  would  be  bound 
to  produce  it,  and  they,  who  are  merely  his  agents,  are 
under  the  same  obligation.  It  is  quite  settled  by  au- 
thority, that  the  lien  of  a  solicitor  against  his  client  is 
always  subject  to  the  rights  of  third  parties,  and  the 
solicitors  who  prepared  this  instrum^t  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  obstruct  the  trustees  in  the  performance  of 
their  duties  under  it,  and  thus  involve  them  in  serious 

responsibilities. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  89 

responsibilities.    They  cited  PeUy  ▼.  Waihen  (a)  ;  Fur-       1858. 
long  V.   Howard  (b);    Hall  v.    Lover  (c);    Callow  ▼.    ij"^^"^^^ 
Howie  {d) ;     Hope    v.    Liddell  (e) ;     Braetington    ▼. 
Brauington  (/)• 

Mr.  Sehoyn  and  Mr.  J^.  Sidney  Smithy  for  the  Re- 
spondentSy  were  not  heard. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  make  the  order  for  prodaction,  and  I  think 
that  some  of  the  cases  cited  are  rather  against  than  in 
favor  of  the  Applicants. 

These  trustees  claim  under  the  settlor,  against  whom 
the  solicitors  are  entitled  to  a  lien  for  their  costs.  They 
are  not  bound  to  produce  the  deed  to  their  client,  or  to 
any  other  persons  claiming  under  him,  until  they  have 
been  paid  their  costs. 

The  only  order  I  can  make  is  this : — On  the  trustees 
undertaking  to  pay  the  solicitors  the  costs  of  preparing 
the  settlement,  out  of  the  moneys  to  be  received,  let  the 
settlement  be  produced,  and,  on  full  payment  of  such 
costs,  let  the  solicitors  deliver  over  the  settlement  to  the 
trustees. 

(a)  1  De  G.,  Af.  ^  G.  16.  (e)  20  Beav.  438;  7  De  O^ 

(b)  2  Seh.  Sf  Lef.  115.  M.  if  G.  331. 

(c)  1  Hart,  571.  (/)  1  Sim.  i  St.  455. 
{d)  I  DeG.S^Sm.  531. 


90  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1858. 


July  24. 


PIGOTT  V.  WILDER. 


A.  deyiaed  ^IR  FRANCIS  J.  WILDER,  by  bis  will  dated 
Se^Udienof  10  1821,  devised  bis  real  estates  to  trustees  upon 

B.,  in  like  trust  for  bis  wife  for  life,  and  tben  to  sell  and  invest  the 
manner  At 

they  were  en-  proceeds,  and  bold  it  upon  tbe  following  trusts : — 

titled  ander 

B.  (deceased) :  **  Upon  trust  to  pay,  transfer  or  assign  the  same  unto 
^^!l^^  ^'  vskI  between  all  and  every  such  of  say  ehildieii  by  my 
will  and  codi-  said  Wife  as,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall  have  attained  or 
dh  together  of  gjj^,|  jj^^  ^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^f  twienty^ve  years,  or, 

A  fiither,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  shall  respectively  have 

chi^nT^  attained  or  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty«^ne 

Tiled  his  es-  years,  as  aforesaid,  equally  to  be  divided  between  or 

ta^ift  to  SIX  Oi 

them  equally.  am<mgBt  them  <if  more  than  ooe^  ahare  and  share  alike, 

Afterimds,  |^  tenants  io  common,  and  if  there  shall  be  bat  one 

the  wiles  ' 

fiither  derised  such  child,  then  the  whole  to  such  only  cbild.** 

another  pco- 

pertyantoher  ^x      i^                                                                        «     • 

children,  to  be  He  then  empowered  his  trustees  to  apply  the  income, 

HkttimesT^  in  the  meanwhile  in  the  maiotenaaoe  and  education  of 

with  like  hent-  his  children ;  and  he  directed,  that  if  any  of  the  cbildien 

shipi!!^^  should  assign,  mortgage,  Icc^  their  expectant  shares, 

vitton  for  they  should  forfeit  their  interest  in  favor  of  the  others 

maintenance,  ^    , 

and  in  like  of  them.    And  he  directed  the  trustees  to  apply  any 

oS«r  mb!m^  part  of  the  expectant  shares,  not  exceeding  5002.,  in 

so  &r  M  the  placmg  out  any  chitd  in  a  trade  or  business  or  as  a 

!^||^^[|J^^  marriage    poition,  as   to    the    trustees   should    seem 

&•  diflftraice  expedient, 
of tenure 
would  permit 

childim  wei«  ^y  ^  ^'^  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  in  1823,  after  re- 

entitWd  to  the  citing  that  his  eldest  son  Wiltiam   had  been  amply 

estate  of  their 

father,  under  provided  for,  the  testator  revoked,  in  favor  of  his  other 


ad  r^tioM  ^^^'^^'^^t  ^^  provision  he  had  made  for  him  by  his  will 

contained  In  By 

hbwiU:  HfM 

that  the  t^hl  chiMm  partk^p^M  ia  ^m 
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By  another  codicil,  dated  in  1824,  after  reciting  that        1868. 
he  had  settled  4,6002.  on  his  daughter  EUtabtth  on  her 
marriage,  the  testator  revoked,  in  favor  of  the  other 
children,  except  William,  the  provisions  made  for  her 
by  his  will. 

The  testator  died  in  1824,  and  his  will  was  proved  by 
William  Phillips  and  another  executor.  The  testator 
had  eight  children  by  bis  wife,  viz.,  William,  EUzahetk 
and  six  others;  the  sons  all  attained  twenty-five  and 
the  daughters  all  attained  twenty-one. 

After  the  death  of  Sir  FrancU  J.  WiUer,  William 
Phillips  (the  father  of  Lady  Wilder)^  made  his  will, 
dated  in  1828,  whereby  he  devised  his  windmill  and 
lands  at  West  nurrock  to  his  daughter  Lady  Wilder 
for  life,  **  and  after  her  decease,  unto  and  amongst  the 
children  of  the  said  Dame  Frances  Anne  Wilder  and 
their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to 
be  interests  vested  in  them  respectively,  on  or  at  the 
like  ages,  days  and  times,  and  with  the  like  benefit  of 
survivorship  and  accruer  between  them,  and  with  the 
like  provision  for  their  maintenance,  education  and 
advancement,  and  in  like  manner,  in  all  other  respects, 
so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  property  and  the  differenoe 
of  tenure  will  permit,  as  the  said  children  are  or  shall 
be  entitled  to  the  estate  of  Sir  Francis  Wilder,  their 
late  father,  under  the  dispositions  and  limitations  con- 
tained in  his  will." 

Mr.  Phillips  died  in  1828,  and  the  parties  having 
agreed  to  sell  the  mill  and  lands  at  West  Thurrock,  a 
question  arose  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  will 
of  Mt.  PhUHps.  The  parties  now  submitted  the  ques- 
tion for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  a  special  case. 
The  question  was  stated  in  the  following  terms : — 

'*  Whether,  Meording  to  the  true  constmction  of  the 

will 


PlGOTT 
V. 


92  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1858.  will  of  William  Phillips,  the  mill  and  lands  at  West 
Thurrock  became  divisible  amongst  the  eight  children 
of  Lady  Wilder,  or  the  parties  claiming  under  them, 
WiLDBE.  respectively,  in  equal  shares;  and  whether,  therefore, 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale  thereof  is  now  divisible 
amongst  the  eight  children  or  the  parties  claiming  under 
them,  respectively,  or  whether  the  mill  and  lands  became 
divisible  amongst  the  children  of  the  said  Dame  Frances 
Anne  Wilder  (exclusive  of  William  and  Elizabeth),  in 
equal  shares,  and  whether,  therefore,  the  said  money  is 
now  divisible  amongst  the  sis  children  or  the  parties 
claiming  under  them,  respectively,  or  to  whom  and  in 
what  shares  such  money  is  now  payable/* 

Mr.  Jessel,  for  the  Plaintiffs.  First,  the  word  *'  will" 
means  the  whole  testamentary  instruments  including 
the  codicik  (a). 

[The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  :  That  is  my  opinion ;  I 
must  take  the  whole  together  to  be  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tator.] 

Secondly,  the  class  to  take  under  the  will  of  Mr. 
Phillips  is  the  same  as  that  entitled  under  the  will  and 
codicils  of  Sir  Francis  Wilder,  Jor  how  can  the  vesting, 
the  benefit  of  survivorship,  the  right  to  maintenance, 
&c.  apply  to  children,  who  take  nothing  under  the  will 
referred  to?  They  are  to  take  ** in  like  manner,  and  in 
all  other  respects"  as  under  the  limitations  of  their 
fieither's  will;  to  include  persons  who  are  not  takers 
under  the  father's  will  would  be  to  give  it  in  a  manner 
and  to  a  class  very  different  from  those  pointed  out  by 
the  first  testator*s  will.  It  is  impossible  that  the  six 
can  take  in  the  same  manner,  if  two  other  persons  are 
admitted  to  participate  in  tlje  devise. 

The 

(«)  SwG#rilMiv.  Lor«(K«9,5Sm.274;  CrofUe  v.  Af Mimd;  4 
Vm.  610. 
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The  fond  is  therefore  divisible  into  sixths,  and  TFt^> 
liam  and  Elizabeth  are  excluded.  He  cited  and  com- 
mented on  the  following  cases: — Doughty  v.  Salt- 
well{a);  Longdon  ▼.  Sinwm{h)\  Ross  ▼.  i2off(c); 
JUilsom  ▼.  Awdry  (d) ;  Shawe  v.  Cunliffe  (e) ;  Davies  ▼. 
Hopkins  (/). 
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Mr.  Bristowe,  in  the  same  interest  The  maintenance 
and  advancement  clauses  cannot  apply  to  persons  who 
under  their  father's  will  take  nothing. 

Mr.  JBird,  for  the  Defendants,  was  not  heard. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  this  will,  that  all  the  children  take, 
and  that  the  fund  is  divisible  into  eighths.  There  is  no 
inflexible  rule  on  the  subject,  and  the  question  really  is, 
what  did  the  testator  intend  ?  In  all  cases  of  this  de- 
scription, you  must  first  ascertain  what  is  the  class  in- 
tended to  take ;  and,  secondly,  what  are  the  limitations 
afiecting  the  persons  who  take.  There  can  be  no  ques- 
tion, that  express  words  of  reference  may  either  enlarge 
or  restrict  the  class,  as  in  Shawe  v.  Cunliffe  (e),  where 
the  gift  was  to  ''such  children,"  and  Lord  Commissioner 
Eyre  held  them  to  be  those  previously  mentioned. 


In  the  present  will  the  testator,  in  the  first  place, 
gives  the  property  "amongst  the  children  oP'  Lady 
Wilder.  That,  prima  facie,  means  all  the  children. 
Then,  how  are  they  to  take  **  in  equal  shares  as  tenants 
in  common,"  that  is,  they  are  all  to  take  as  tenants  in 
common,  '^  to  be  interests  vested  in  them  respectively  on 

or 


(a)  15  Sim.  640. 
(6)  12  Ve».  295. 
(c)  2  Coll.  269. 


(</)  5  Vet,  465. 

(e)  4  firo.  C.  C.  143. 

(/)  2  Beao.  276. 


94 


1868. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

or  at  the  like  ages,  days  and  times,  and  with  the  like 
benefit  of  survivorship  and  accruer  between  them,  and 
with  like  provision  for  maintenance,  education  and  ad- 
vancement, and  in  like  manner,  in  all  respects,  so  far 
as  the  nature  of  the  property  and  the  difference  of 
tenure  will  permit,  as  the  said  children  are  or  shall  be 
entitled  to  the  estate  of  Sir  Francis  Wilder,  their  late 
father,  under  the  dispositions  and  limitations  contained 
in  his  will/' 


They  therefore  take  in  the  same  manner,  reddendo 
singula  singulis. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  words, ''  as  the  said 
children,"  cuts  down  the  class  or  refers  to  the  manner 
in  which  they  take;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  they 
do  not  refer  to  the  shares  or  to  the  class;  but,  these 
being  ascertained,  that  they  have  reference  to  the  mode 
of  vesting,  &c.,  in  which  the  six  take  under  the  will 
of  their  &ther. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  is  not  '^  in  like  manner" 
as  the  said  children  under  their  father*s  will  are  entitled, 
but  ''  in  like  manner  in  all  other  respects,  so  far  as  the 
nature  of  the  property  and  the  difference  of  tenure  will 
permit."  They  are  to  take  equally,  as  tenants  in 
common,  at  the  like  ages,  their  interests  to  vest  at  the 
like  times,  with  like  survivorship,  accruer  and  provisions 
for  maintenance,  education  and  advancement,  and  so  tar 
as  the  nature  of  the  property  will  permit  in  like  manner 
as  the  children  take  under  the  will  of  their  father. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  words  ''  as  the  said  children" 
apply  to  the  manner  in  which  they  are  to  take  and  not 
to  the  class  to  take,  consequently  the  fund  is  divisible 
into  eighths. 
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1868. 


ELSEY  V.  COX. 

miarch  16* 

TN  1864,  Mr.  Samuel  Adams  (a  banker)  executed  a  On  setting 
"*•     voluntary  settlement,  whereby  be  conveyed  real  taiy^setJ©-""' 
estates  to  two  trustees,  on  trust  for  bis  wife  for  ber  ment,madeby 
separate  use  for  life,  and  afterwards  on  trust  for  bis  insolvent,  in 
children  and  issue.  ^^7^  ""^J"^ 

wife  and  an 
infant  chUd, 

The  settlor's  asseU  were  at  the  time  insufficient  to  S^t^^^t,*^ 
pay  his  liabilities,  and,  in  1856,  he  was  declared  bank-  the  trustees 
rupt.    His   assignees   instituted   this   suit  against  the  if^J;" that  the 

bankrupt,   his  wife,  his  only  child  (an   infant  of  ten  utmost  it 

.  could  do  was 

years)  and  the  trustees,  to  obtain  a  declaration  that  the  to  make  the 
settlement  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  ^•J'^TJ**'- 
creditors,  and  to  have  it  cancelled. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hardy  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
cited  Towntend  v.  Westacott  (a). 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Giffard^  for  the  trustees,  asked 
for  their  costs. 


Mr.  Renshawe,  for  the  infant  Defendant,  asked  for 
her  costs  of  the  suit,  on  the  ground  that  she  had  not 
been  a  party  to  the  deed  or  to  any  fraud,  that  she 
had  taken  no  part  in  the  suit,  to  which  she  was  a 
necessary  party.  He  said  that,  under  similar  circum- 
stances, Lord  Cranworth  had  given  all  parties,  other 
than  the  settlor,  their  costs,  in  the  case  of  Goldemith  v. 
Ru9$ell  (b). 

The 

(a)  2  Beoo.  340;  4  liftiv.58.  (6)  5  De  G.,  Mi.  if  G.  61^ 
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1858.  The  Mabtbr   of  the  Rolls,   held  that   the   deed 

could  not  stand,  and  as  to  the  costs,  he  said  that  the 
Defendants  who  asked  for  thdr  costs  took  under  a 
person  who  had  committed  a  fraud,  and  that  the 
utmost  the  Court  could  do,  was  to  say,  that  they 
were  not  to  pay  costs. 


LLOYD  V.  LLOYD. 
J»fy  SI. 

Power  to  ap-  fflHE  testator  gaTc  a  moiety  of  some  trust  funds,  in 

Sm,  *«  with  Vr%i%t  for  his  daughter  Sophia  Barclay  for  life, 

anch  diTt^ioM  i^j  after  her  decease,  he  directed,  that  the  trust  funds 

Ibr  nMunte-  ^  should  be  and  remain  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  all 

'**[?^*  V?*,  or  any  one  or  more  of  the  children,  grandchildren  or 

Tanc«fiieni  m  Other  issue  of  his  daughter  Sophia  (such  grandchildren 

•iMuldaL  ^'  other  issue  to  be  bom  in  her   lifetime),  for  such 

point**    TIm  interest  or  interests,  and  in  such  parts,  shares  or  pro- 

pointtd^  portions,  and   subject  to  such  conditions,  restrictions 

va!r*  ^  ^  •"^  limitations  in  favor  of  any  other  or  others  of  the 

ChlMirHI  I  I'll  11-  «««t 

f^th*r  until  tlie  children,  grandchildren  and  other  issue,  and  with  such 


u?^»S^  *^  dhrtciioms  or  reymlatiams  for  wtaimiemamee,  edmeatiam  and 
ontk  '*  in  or  adramcew^emif  and  to  be  transferred  or  assigned  at  such 
mTint^iiMico     ^^  ^  ^^S^*  either  absolute!  j  or  upon  such  contingencies 


•nd  fduco-       119  bis  daus^iter  Sophia  should  appoint ;   and  in  default 

tkm'*  of  «11  K«r  »  «-  rr         » 

ehildrtiu  of  appointment,  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the  children 

Mrli,  that  the  ^f  jij^  daturhter  Sophia  bTinsr  at  his  decease,  or  bom 

•P|M(^ntm«nt  ^^  *^  ^  •      •.   ■• 

WM  inT«lia,      afterwards,  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  should  live  to 

attain  the  age  of  tweotv-ooe  years,  or,  being  a  daughter 
or  dau^hler^  should  live  to  attain  that  age,  or  be  mar- 
ried with  the  consent  of  the  tnoistees.'* 

ScfiAhi  Bofthf  had  five  children.     By  her  will,  she 
ai^nled  the  trust  mooeys,  ^'npoo  trust  to  pay  the 

dividends, 


Lloyd 

V, 
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dividends,  interests  and  income  thereof,  as  the  same  1858. 
should  become  due,  until  her  youngest  child  who 
should  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  should 
have  attained  that  age,  unto  her  said  husband  Hugh  Llotd. 
Barclay^  in  case  he  should  so  long  live,  in  or  towards 
the  maintenance  and  education  of  all  their  children,  in 
such  manner  and  proportions  as  her  said  husband 
should  think  fit.  And  after  the  decease  of  her 
husband,  in  case  he  should  die  before  her  daughters 
Agnes  Kinnear  and  Florence  should  respectively  attain 
the  age  of  twenty- one  years,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
dividends  and  income  of  the  said  trust  funds,  until  her 
said  daughters  should  respectively  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  unto  her  (the  testatrix*s)  brother  Fran- 
cis Lloyd,  or  other  the  administrator  for  the  time  being 
of  that  her  will,  to  be  laid  out  and  expended  by  him 
in  the  maintenance,  education  or  advancement  of  her 
said  daughters  respectively,  in  such  manner  as  he 
should  think  fit,  until  her  said  daughters  should  re- 
spectively attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  And 
when  and  so  soon  as  the  youngest  of  their  (the  said 
testatrix  and  her  husband  Hugh  Barclay)  children 
who  should  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  should 
have  attained  that  age,  in  case  her  husband  should 
live  until  that  period,  or  in  case  he  should  die  before 
that  period  then  immediately  after  his  decease,  if  her 
said  daughters  should  then  have  respectively  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  ^ears,  or  as  soon  after  his  decease 
as  her  said  daughters  should  respectively  attain  that 
age,  upon  trust  to  pay,  transfer  and  assign  one  moiety 
of  the  principal  of  the  said  trust  moneys,  stocks,  funds, 
securities  and  accumulations,  together  with  all  interest 
to  become  due  thereon  since  the  last  day  of  payment, 
unto  each  of  her  daughters  Agnes  Kinnear  and  Florence, 
for  her  own  absolute  use  and  benefit,  or  to  her  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns.  And  in  case  either  of  her 
VOL.  XXVI.  H  said 


Llotd 
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1858.  said  daughters  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  upon  trust  to  pay,  transfer  and  assign  her  in- 
tended share  of  and  in  the  said  trust  moneys,  funds, 

I.LOTD.  securities  and  accumulations  unto  such  of  her  (the 
said  testatrix's)  children  as  should  be  then  sarviving, 
in  equal  shares  and  proportions. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  was  a  ralid  appoint- 
ment of  the  income. 

Mr.  Ampktett  for  Mr.  Hugh  Barclay  and  his  sons 
in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  /?.  Palmer  for  the  two  daughters. 

Tif  Master  of  ike  Rolls,  after  referring  to  the 
\Nft;jK'  \M  Uamwfond  t.  Neawu  (a),  declared,  that  the 
ap)SMiun)<MU  of  the  income  to  Mr.  Barclay  for  the 
)uaii)teiuiK>c  and  educatioQ  of  his  children  was  void, 
«Uv)  (hA(  $uch  income  belonged,  as  an  unappointed 
f\uuU  und^rr  the  tesutor*s  nill,  to  such  of  the  children 
<i^«  mi^ht  «c>}uin6  rested  interests.  And  he  declared 
Ih^t  t\\\^  ohildit^  who  bad  attained  twenty-one  were 
fNJ^ch  ruluW  to  rested  interests  in  one-fifth  part  of 
liuvh  UHNMU<\  And  be  oniered  payment  to -them  and  the 
u\\^>iu>^ut  a^>d  aocumuIatk>n  of  the  other  three-fifths 


V«)  I  j^MK.  S&. 
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1858. 


I 


COOKE  V.  FULLER.  ^^^  3^- 

Aug,  2. 

N  1826,  the  Plaintiff  Sophia  Anne   Cooke  married  A  wife  was 

.  detBTted  by 

Richard  Cooke.    They  lived  together  about  eight  her  huaband. 

months,  when,  in  consequence  of  his  violent  and  im-  v  ^JTv'^l^ 

proper  conduct,  she  returned  to  her  parents.     In  1846,  queathed  a 

Richard  Cooke  was  convicted  of  bigamy,  and  trans-  g^L^^  use 

ported  for  seven  years.  without  power 

of  anticipa- 
tion, and  iht 

Mrs.  Cooke's  father,  by  his  will,  gave  10,000/.   to  •ubwquenily 

^  .  .  obtained  a  pro- 

trustees,  upon  trust  to  invest,  and,  during  the  life  of  tecting  order 

Sophia  Anne  Cooke,  to  pay  and  apply  the  interest,  divi-  oq  i^Vl  F  / 
dends.  Sec.  &c.,  ''  unto  or  into  the  hands  of  such  person  c.  85,  ■.  21 : 
or  persons  as  Sophia  Anne  Cooke,  whether  covert  or  ^^  entitled  to 
sole,  shall,  by  any  writing  under  her  hand  and  seal,  payment, 
from  time  to  time,  but  not  in  the  way  of  anticipation  of 
any  annual  payment,  direct  or  appoint,  to  the  intent 
that  the  same  may  be  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
and  not  subject  to  the  debts,  control  or  engagements  of 
her  husband ;  and  I  direct  that  the  receipt  or  receipts 
alone  of  Sophia  Anne  Cooke  for  the  interest,  dividends 
or  annual  produce  of  the  said  trust  funds,  or  of  the 
person  or  persons  whom  she  shall  so  appoint,  from  time 
to  time,  to  receive  the  same,  shall,  whether  she  shall  be 
covert  or  sole,  be  an  effectual  discharge  or  effectual 
discharges  for  the  sum  or  sums  therein  mentioned  or 
acknowledged  to  be  received." 

After  her  decease,  the  fund  was  given  upon  such 
trusts,  &c.,  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and 
in  default,  to  her  next  of  kin.  The  testator  died  in 
184^5,  and,  under  a  power  contained  in  the  will,  the 

H  2  trustees 
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trustees  had  paid  one-half  the  fund  to  Mrs.  Cooke;  the 
other  moiety  remained  vested  in  the  trustees. 

In  May,  1858,  Mrs.  Cooke  appointed  the  fund  to  her 
only  child  Sophia  Cooke,  to  whom  she  also  assigned 
her  life  interest  in  the  trust  fund. 

On  the  9th  of  July,  1858,  Mrs.  Cooke  obtained  an 
order  from  a  magistrate,  under  the  20  k  21  VicL  c.  85, 
8.  21,  protecting  her  property  from  her  husband  (a). 
On  the  21st  of  July,  1858,  she  made  a  second  ap- 
pointment of  her  life  interest  to  her  daughter.  Mrs. 
and  Miss  Cooke  now  presented  a  petition  for  payment 
of  the  fund  to  Miss  Cooke. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  ZAnjfe/  and  Mr.  Karslake  for  the  Defendants,  the 
tnistees* 


Tkt  Master  of  ike  Rolls  said  he  would  look  at  the 
terms  of  the  Act,  and  send  the  proper  order  to  the 
Regis!  r«r. 


Ji^p.  S.  Tk<  Master  %*/  tie  Rolls  sent  the  following  order : — 

^*  I  think  thi^  Petitioner  ts  entitled  to  an  ofder  according 
ti^  the  pnnxer.  The  CIsl  secuoo  of  the  Act  (20  &  21 
I  u^.  K\  S^^^  $ee«cs  iv>  me  to  be  cooclBsaTe  oo  the 
•ttbjevt.** 


V^^  ^  :^  ^rrw^  {i  "^  jr.^i^^ur«''i  r-vC  jaCe,  ^  S4. 
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1858. 


In  re  THE  MORAVIAN  SOCIETY. 

July  30. 
X>Y  indenture,  dated  in  1853,  certain  real  and  per-  Trustees  of  a 

"^     sonal  estates  were  conveyed  by  Mrs.  Bates  to  djMualified  on 
seven  trustees,  as  to  two-fourths  of  the  income,  upon  "departing 

the  United 
trust  to  apply  and  dispose  of  the  same  for  the  general  Kingdom, 

purposes  of  maintaining:,  supportinor  and  advancing  the  ""°"'  ^""'' 

r     r^  o'       rr  o  &  ever  cause  or 

missionary  establishments  among   heathen  nations  of  motive,  or 

the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  known  by  the  name  JlJ^^er  drcum- 
of  the  Uniias  Frairum^  or  United  Brethren;  and  as  \o  stances:" 
one-fourth   thereof,   for  or   towards   tlie   maintenance,  temporary  ab- 

support  and  education  of  the  children  of  ministry  and  ■**"^®  abroad 
'^'  .  .  ''  was  not  within 

missionaries  of  the  said  Church,  educated  at  the  school  the  proviso, 
or  schools  and  academy  or  academies  at  Fulner^  near 
Leeds,  in  the  county  of  York,  or  for  the  benefit  and 
purposes  of  any  similar  school,  academy  or  establish- 
ments elsewhere  within  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland;  and  as  to  the  remaining  one- 
fourth,  upon  trust  to  pay,  apply  and  dispose  of  the 
same  for  or  towards  the  maintenance  and  support  of 
certain  establishments  appertaining  to  the  said  Church 
for  single  persons,  called  Choir  Houses,  within  the 
United  Kingdom. 

The  deed  provided, ''  that  if  any  or  either  of  the  trus* 
tees  should  depart  the  United  Kingdom,  from  whatever 
cause  or  motive  or  under  whatsotver  circumstances,  every 
trustee  so  departing  the  United  Kingdom  should,  im- 
mediately upon  his  departure,  be  and  be  considered  as 
thereby  discharged  and  disconnected  from  the  trusts 
and  duties  by  the  said  indenture  created  and  imposed ; 
and  the  office  of  trustee,  and  all  duties,  trusts  and  con- 
fidences. 


Society. 
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1858.        fidencesy  powers  and  author! ties,  matters  and    things 
^*^^^^^      appertaining  thereto,  and  all  and  singular  the  trusts, 
Xhe  estates  and  hereditaments,  moneys,  stocks,  funds,  secu- 

^^«^JL'w"  rit>es  and  premises,  for  the  time  being  subject  to  the 
trusts  aforesaid,  and  all  estate  and  interest  therein, 
should,  immediately  thereon,  be  and  be  considered  as, 
and  should  become,  divested  out  of  or  extinguished  as 
to  him  the  said  trustee  on  departing  the  United  King- 
dom, in  like  manner  and  as  fully  and  absolutely  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  as  if  he  were  dead." 

Two  of  the  trustees  (Mr.  Latrobe  and  Mr.  Red)  had 
both  been  temporarily  absent  from  the  United  Kingdom 
while  trustees. 

This  was  a  petition  for  the  appointment  of  new  trus- 
tees, and  for  vesting  the  trust  property.  The  question 
raised  was,  whether  trustees  who  went  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  for  a  temporary  purpose  only 
and  with  the  intention  of  returning,  became  disqualified 
to  act  as  trustees. 

It  was  stated,  that  the  persons  connected  with  the 
United  Brethren,  who  were  the  most  fit  to  be  appointed 
trustees,  were  those  who  were  most  likely  to  go  on  fre- 
quent visits  to  the  Continent  and  elsewhere,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  interests  of  their  Church. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  Morris  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  a 
trustee  who  might  be  temporarily  absent  from  this  coun- 
try, without  intending  permanently  to  reside  abroad,  did 
not  *^  depart  the  United  Kingdom,"  or  vacate  his  trust, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  trust  deed,  and  be  declared 

that 
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that  no  appointment  of  new  trustees  was  necessary  on        1858. 
the  ground  of  such  temporary  departure.  v^n-^/ 

In  re 

The 

Moravian 
Note. — See  the  decuions  on  the  words  ** depart  this  realm"  in  the       Society. 
Bankrupt  Act,  12  4r  13  Vict,  c,  106,  t.  67>  and  Ex  parte  Mutrie,  5 
Fa.  576;   Warner  v.  Barber,  HoU,  N.  P.  175;   Windham  v.  Pater- 
ton,  1  Starkie,  145. 


GROVE  r.  PRICE. 


June  4, 


1 


N  June,  1819|  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  By  a  marriage 
Hudson,  a  sum  of  300/.,  due  to  her  on  personal  ^ebt  due  firom 
security  and  other  property,  were  assigned  to    Price  '^.'^J^^*' 
and  Cowley,  upon  trust,  "  with  all  convenient  speed,"  A.  and  B., 
to  collect,  get  in  and  invest  the  said  trust  moneys,  in  H^jlu'^i*' 
their  names, ''  upon  government  or  real  securities,"  and  convenient 
hold  upon  trust  for  Mrs.  Hudson  for  life,  and  after-  JJ^j  ^^^ 
wards  for  Mr.  Hudson  for  life,  and  then  for  the  younger  >»  Consols. 

children  df  Mrs.  Hudson  by  a  previous  marriage.  a  half  years 

B.  took  no 
steps  to  get  in 

The  300/.  referred  to  was  due  to  Mrs.  Hudson,  on  a  t^e  money, 

and  A,  then 
promissory  note,  from  Price,  the  trustee.     It  was  not  became  bank- 
paid,  but  in  March,  1820,  Price  gave  a  substituted  note  J^at  B^wm 
for  386/.  to  Mrs.  Hudson,     Price  became  a  bankrupt  responsible  for 
in  February,  1822,  and  the  money  was  lost  except  to 
the  extent  of  3s.  6d.  in  the  pound,  which  was  received 
by  Mr.  Hudson. 


Mrs.  Hudson  died  in  1829  and  Mr.  Hudson  in  1852, 
and  the  suit  was  instituted  in  1853,  and,  by  amendment 
in  1855,  it  sought  to  make  the  representatives  of  Cowley 
and  of  Mr.  Hudson  liable  for  the  trust  fund  lost. 


Mr. 
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1858.  Mr.  A.  Pclmr  acd  Mr.  FwfgSmg  for  the  PhintMb, 

*^"'"^       the  chlliirexi  of  the  &it  ■nirase. 

Gkotx  " 

r. 

Mr.  Eiderlcm  for  the  representatiivs  of  CW&jf. 
The  tivi^tee,  hivin;  done  all  in  hs  power  to  recoTer 
tihe  mooey,  is  exooeraied,  do  steps  which  he  coold  hsTe 
taken  voold  have  had  the  efiect  of  recorering  the 
amount  fecoi  /Vior,  who  was  insvJvent  and  shortly 
afterwards  declared  faaoknpt;  Cltek  t.  HoUamd  (a). 

Cnrifji «  estate  c&qdoc  be  charged,  ooless  it  has 
been  shewn  that  the  money  conM  have  been  recovered 
froiii  Ptw  krfore  his  bankinptcy ;  EaU  t.  EmU  (b). 

Tie  Mastol  oftke  Roixs^ 

1  cannot  coaie  to  that  coodosioo.  Gnfilfy  agreed 
'^with  all  convenirat  speed"  to  get  in  the  debt,  and 
inTest  it  in  Consols :  he  takes  no  steps  whatever  to  do 
so«  and,  in  fitct,  does  nothing  He  allows  the  note  to  be 
delivered  up  and  another  note  to  be  given,  and  two  and  a 
half  vears  aftenrArds  the  debtor,  who  is  his  o>4mstee, 
becomes  bankmpc  and  pays  3s.  6d,  in  the  poond. 

The  borthen  of  prrof  lies  on  Comleys  representatiTes 
to  shew,  that  if  steps  had  been  speedily  taken,  the 
money  couKl  not  have  been  lecovered.  They  bare 
filled  in  ^mtbf^tns:  me  that  snch  is  the  case,  and  there- 
fore  tlie  prohaNli:y  is  that  the  whole  might  hare  been 
recovered^ 


Another 
(<>  1^  6r«v.  S^  {k-  5  lim»34ft. 
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Another  point  arose  under  these  circumstances : — Mr.  1868. 
Hudson  had  personally  received  some  of  the  trust  ^^^^^^^ 
moneys,  with  which  the  bill  sought  to  charge  his  estate ;  „ 

on  the  other  hand,  his  executor,  JoneSj  claimed  to  be        Price. 
allowed  sums,  which  it  was  suggested  his  testator  had  wL-     u" ij' 
paid  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  chil-  liable  at  the 
dren  of  his  wife's  first  marriage,  who,  after  the  second  children  of  hii 

marriage  and  during  their  infancy,  resided  with  Mr.  and  ^'^*^*f  fi"* 
_  _        TT  J  marriage  to 

Mrs.  Jluason.  replace  trust 

funds  received 
by  him, 

After   Mr.  HudsorCs  death,   an   account   book    was  claimed  a 
found  in  his  handwriting,  debiting  the  children  of  Mrs.  p/nd^"!^  **' 
Hudson  {Mary  Grove,  Richard  Grove  (Plaintiff),  Ann  maintaining. 
Grove   (Plaintiff),    HarietC     Grove,     Caroline    6rrorf  dren  after  the 

(Plaintiff)   and    William    Grove)    with    various   sums  •f^^"^  ZT 

.  .  nage.    The 

expended    by  him  for  their   board,  clothing,  lodging,  claim  was 

education,  &c.,  during  their  infancy.  disallowed. 

The  account  ended  thus : — 

''Total,  what  I  consider  is  due  to  me,  1,157/.     The 

account  to  be  brought  forward  against  them,  if  they 

make  any  demand,  after  my  decease,  on  anything  that 

is  left  by  me  to  whom  I  may  assign  or  bequeath  in  my 

will. 

"  Joseph  Hudson.*' 

Inquiries,  as  to  these  matters,  were  directed  by  the 
decree,  and  the  Chief  Clerk  found  as  follows: — 

The  trust  property  possessed  by  Joseph  Hudson  con* 
sists  of  the  sum  of  317/.  I3s.  received  by  him  in  respect 
of  book  debts  due  and  owing  to  his  wife.  The  sum  of 
63/.  I8s.  6d.  being  a  dividend  of  3s.  6d.  in  the  pound 
on  the  sum  of  385/.  85.  9d.  due  for  |)rincipal  and  in- 
terest on  the  said  promissory  note  of  James  Price, 
which  was  proved  under  his  bankruptcy  by  Joseph 
Hudson,  certain  articles  of  furniture  of  the  value  of  14/. 

"  Save 


Grove 

V. 
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1868.  "  Save  and  except  such  evidence,  if  any,  as  is  con- 

tained in  the  account  book,  headed  *  Mrs.  Mary  Hud- 
son's Children,  Dr.  to  me  Joseph  Hudson^'  there  is  no 

Price.  evidence  that  Joseph  Hudson^  during  his  life,  paid  any 
sums  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  living  or  deceased 
children  of  Henry  Hudson^  but  the  children  named  in 
the  account  resided  with  Joseph  Hudson  and  Mary 
Hudson^  during  some  part  of  the  respective  periods  in 
the  said  accounts  severally  stated  with  respect  to  such 
children,  respectively,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  the 
precise  time  during  which  such  children  respectively 
so  resided  with  Joseph  Hudson  and  Mary  his  wife, 
except  as  to  Caroline  Hutton,  who  resided  eight  years, 
and  Ann  Grove,  who  resided  five  years  with  them." 

The  representatives  of  Mr.  Hudson  moved  to  vary 
the  certificate,  by  finding,  that  the  children  were  se- 
verally indebted  to  Mr.  Hudson  in  the  sums  set 
opposite  to  their  names,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
1,157/. 

Mr.  Southgate,  in  support  of  the  motion,  relied  on 
Worthington  v.  M*Craer(a\  where  the  Court  had  al- 
lowed a  sum  expended  for  an  infant  in  putting  him 
apprentice. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Freeling  were  not  called 
on. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The   Defendant  Jones  has   not  produced   any  evi- 
dence, except  the  entry  made  by  the  testator  himself, 

which 

(a)  23  Bew.  81. 
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which  is  not  evidence  on  his  own  behalf,  and  I  think        1858. 
that  this  claim  cannot  be  allowed.  -^"v-^*^ 

Grove 

V. 

In  Worthington  v.  JtPCraer  (a),  I  said,  that  the  P»^»c«- 
infant  had  been  maintained  and  supported,  from  feel- 
ings of  kindness  and  charity,  by  his  uncle,  who  had  no 
right  to  repayment  out  of  the  property  of  the  infant. 
This  is  a  case  of  the  same  description.  It  would  be 
a  different  matter,  if  the  trustees  had  made  advances 
for  maintenance  on  the  security  of  the  trust  fund.  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  Hudson^s  representative  has  made 
out  no  case,  and  that  he  must  make  good  the  whole 
of  the  moneys  received  by  Hudson,  Being  called  on 
to  replace  the  trust  funds  which  the  testator  has  re- 
ceived, he  says,  that  the  Plaintiffs  many  years  ago 
owed  the  testator  a  sum  of  money,  which  he  insists  on 
setting  off.  Even  if  there  had  been  evidence  of  the 
facts  alleged,  I  should  not  have  been  able  to  enforce 
the  claim ;  but  there  is  no  evidence* 

Mr.  Hudson  maintained  the  children  of  his  wife  out 
of  feelings  of  kindness  and  benevolence,  and  this  claim 
is  now  raised  merely  as  the  means  of  getting  rid  of  a 
liability* 

(a)  23  Beao.  81. 
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1858. 


Hffy  4,  24. 

Tbe  word 


u 


son.    in  ooo- 


nexion  with 
the  words 
•'heir'*  and 
^  isnie/'  kM, 
hj  force  of 
cootext,  to 
mean  iMoe 
male. 

General  in- 
tent to  create 
estates  tafl 
held  to  pre- 
Tail,  not  with- 
standing in- 
consistent ex- 


The  word 
'*  son**  is  quite 
asllexihieas 
the  word 
••  heir,"  and 
can  as  easily 
he  read  **  issue 
male**  as  the 
word  **  heir** 
can  he  turned 
into  <«  son.** 

A  testator 
appointed 
I.  B  «*  his 
uniTersal 
heir:**~HeM; 
that  these 
words  were 
sufficient,  if 
unconlrolled^ 
to  five  the 
f^M'Simple^ 


JENKINS  r.  LORD  CLINTON. 

rpHE  testator  Thomas  Jemhimg,  of  tbe  City  of  Rome^ 
^      made  his  will  dated  the  15th  of  Sepiember,  1797, 
whereby  he  made  several  bequests  **  to  my  heir,**  and 
proceeded  io  these  words : — 

**  To  said  Johm  Lord  RoUe^  my  nephew  Joseph  Jenr 
kilts,  son  of  my  brother  William  deceased,  and  to  my 
beloved  niece  Charlotte  JemJdms,  daughter  of  the  same, 
I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  my  lands  and  efiects  in 
Devonshire^  in  the  kingdom  of  Emglawd,  or  elsewhere, 
be  they  lands,  hereditaments,  perpetuities  and  every 
kind  of  effects  whatsoever,  named  or  not  named,  on 
the  following  conditions — declaring  tbe  said  Johm  Lord 
Rolte,  Joseph  Jenkins  and  Charlotte  Jenkins  executors 
of  this  my  last  wiU,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  the  fore- 
named  disposition  of  my  effects  in  this  my  will,  and  for 
the  further  disposition  that  I  shall  hereafter  make." 

He  then  directed  them  to  cause  to  be  paid  certain 
legacies,  and  an  annuity,  from  the  income  of  his  estate, 
to  his  nephew  Thomas  Jenkins  during  his  Kfe,  and  di- 
rected the  pecuniary  legacies  to  be  paid  by  bis  **  execu- 
tors and  heir,**  and  *'  executors  and  heirs,"  and  made 
some  specific  devises.  Then  followed  the  devises  on 
which  the  question  turned,  and  which  tbe  Court,  for 
facilitating  the  references  to  the  different  passages,  num- 
bered as  follows : — 


1  •  *M  name  and  appoint  my  onivarsal  bar  my  great 
phew  Thomas  Jenkins,  eldest  son  of  my  nephew  IF!/- 

Ham, 
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liaWf  to  whom  I  give  all  my  lands  and  effects  in  Devon-  1858. 
shire,  in  the  kingdom  of  England,  or  elsewhere,  be  they 
lands,  hereditaments,  perpetuities  and  every  kind  of 
effects  whatsoever,  named  or  not  named,  on  the  follow- 
ing conditions,  that  he  may  not  be  put  into  possession 
of  any  of  the  said  estates  or  effects  until  he  arrives  at 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

2.  ''  I  declare  my  said  great  nephew  and  godson 
Thomas  Jenkins  to  be  my  universal  heir. 

3.  '*  I  direct  that  from  my  death  the  sum  of  200/.  per 
annum  may  be  by  my  executors  paid  for  his  education. 

4.  ''  If  my  said  great  nephew  Thomas  should  marry 
and  have  a  child  or  children,  if  living  at  his  death,  I  will 
and  direct  that  my  estates  do  descend  to  his  eldest  son, 
and  if  he  has  other  legitimate  children,  that  out  of  my 
said  estates,  be  paid  the  sum  of  1,000/.  to  each  of  the  said 
children,  be  they  male  or  female,  but  if  it  should  happen 
that  he  leaves  one  daughter  only,  in  such  case  that  she 
shall  have  out  of  my  estates  the  sum  of  3,000/.  sterling. 

5.  **  It  is  always  to  be  understood,  that  if  my  great 
nephew  Thomas  should  have  more  sons  than  one,  if  the 
eldest  son  should  die  before  his  father,  he  is  to  be  suc- 
ceeded by  his  second  son,  and  so  on  to  the  third,  &c. 

6.  **  The  eldest  son  of  my  godson  Thomas,  who  may 
be  living  at  his  father*s  death,  is  always  to  be  considered 
as  heir  to  my  estates. 

7.  **  Should  it  happen  that  my  said  great  nephew 
Thomas  leaves  no  male  child,  to  as  many  females  as  may 
be  living  at  his  death,  my  will  is,  that  the  sum  of  2,000/. 
sterling  be  given  to  each  female,  and  if  but  one  daughter 

only, 
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1838.       oirfjf  Ae  Mm  cf  ZfiOHL  liiifa^  »  ca|ii€JMjJ  in  the 


8.  '^  If  BT  godsoB  aad  gmi  at  phew  Tkamm  sboold 
not  lesTO  aaj  aoo  st  Us  de^tli,  I  tihea  direct  f hat  his 
next  brother,  aad  seeood  son  of  my  at  phew  WUBamy 
raccced  to  m j  ertate,  and  so  on,  m  case  of  bikire  of 
sale  heirsy  to  the  third,  fbiiith.  Ice 

9.  "  The  eldert  great  nephew  firnig  always  is  to  be 
considered  as  my  legitimate  heir,  in  case  of  &ilare  of  the 
other  brothers,  my  express  will  and  desire  being,  that 
my  estates  do  always  descend  in  the  male  line. 


10.  **  It  is  always  to  be  understood,  that  in  case  my 
estates  descend  from  one  great  nephew  to  anotb^,  the 
same  conditions  as  to  the  smn  to  be  paid  to  soch  females  ■ 
as  may  be  left  are  to  be  obeerred  to  all  whose  father 
may  die  witboot  heir  male  as  is  expressed  in  fsTor  of 
the  daughters  females  of  ray  great  nephew  Thomas. 

11.  ''Sboold  it  happen  that  all  the  sons  of  my 
nephew  William  shoald  die  without  leaving  a  son  or 
sons,  in  such  case  my  will  is,  that  my  estates  do  devolve 
and  be  the  property  of  my  nephew  Joseph  Jenhims,  son 
of  my  brother  William,  on  the  same  conditions  relative 
to  his  heirs  and  descendants,  male  and  female,  as  is 
expressed  regarding  my  great  nephew  Thomas  and  bis 
brothers ;  and  if  my  said  nephew  Joseph  should  die 
without  a  legitimate  son,  I  then  direct  and  devise  that 
my  said  estates  descend  to  my  nephew  Thomas  and  his 
heirs,  on  the  same  conditions  as  expressed  relative  to 
his  brother  Joseph.*' 

The  testator  died  in  May,  1798.    The  state  of  his 

family 
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Ill 


family  will  be  better  onderetood  by  the  following  pedi- 
gree : — 


WUIiam 

_L_ 


Tesutor. 
d.1798. 


I 

I 
Thomas, 

d.1837. 


William, 
d.  1856. 

Daogbter. 


WU 


lam. 


Joaepb 


Jobo, 
d.  1840. 

Wm«  Jaa» 
(Defendant). 


1       I      ' 1 

fin  O  O  Tan 


Jamet 

Gidoio 

(PlaiotiflT). 


I 
o 


1858. 


On  the  17th  of  May,  1803,  the  testator's  great 
nephew  Thomxu  Jenkins  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  was  thereupon  let  into  possession  of  the  re- 
sidue of  the  testator's  real  estate;  and  in  Micfiaelmas 
Term,  1810,  he  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  estates  (except 
a  small  portion),  and  declared  the  uses  thereof  to  him- 
self and  his  heirs  in  fee  simple. 

In  1814,  the  testator's  nephew  Thomai  Jenkins,  the 
annuitant,  died,  and  in  1816  the  great  nephew  Thomas 
Jenhins  and  his  next  eldest  brother  William  Jenkins 
joined  in  a  recovery,  which  was  accordingly  duly  suf- 
fered by  them  in  7Wjii/y  Term  in  that  year,  of  all  the 
estates,  the  uses  of  which  were  declared  to  be  to  the 
same  Thomas  Jenkins  and  his  heirs. 


In  1837,  the  testator's  great  nephew  Thomas  Jenkins 
died  without  leaving  issue,  and  on  17th  April,  1866,  his 
next  brother  William  Jenkins  died  without  male  issue, 
leaving  two  daughters.  The  next  brother  John  died  in 
1840,  whose  eldest  son  William  James  Jenkins  was  a 
Defendant  The  fourth  brother  was  the  Plaintiff  James 
Oidain  Jenkins. 

This 
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1858.  I*'^!^  suit  was  instituted   by  James  Gidoin  Jenkins 

against  Lord  Clinton  (the  heir  of  the  surviving  trustee;; 
against  the  two  daughters  of  William^  who,  as  the  bill 
stated,  claimed  to  have  the  sum  of  2,000/.  each  raised 
and  paid  them  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  real  estate, 
pursuant  to  the  directions  contained  in  the  will ;  against 
William  James  Jenkins  (claiming  in  priority  to  the 
Plaintiff);  against  Hughes  (who  purchased  a  part  of 
the  property  from  the  great  nephew  Thomas  Jenkins 
between  the  date  of  the  two  recoveries);  and  against 
Gordon  and  Lott  (who  purchased  other  part  of  the 
property  after  the  dale  of  the  last  recovery),  praying 
that  the  trusts  of  the  will  might  be  performed,  and  for 
an  account  of  the  rents. 

The  Defendants  Gordon  and  Lott  demurred  to  this 
bill,  on  the  ground  that,  in  the  events  that  had  occurred, 
the  Plaintiff  had  no  title  to  or  any  interest  in  the  pro- 
perty which  passed  by  the  testator's  will.  The  principal 
questions  were  these : — whether,  under  the  will  of  the 
testator,  his  great  nephew  Thomas  or  his  great  nephew 
William  Jenkins  took  an  estate  tail  in  the  lands  devised 
by  his  will.  If  either  of  those  persons  took  an  estate 
tail,  that  estate  having  been  barred,  the  Plaintiff  had  no 
title.  But  if  these  questions  were  decided  in  favor  of 
the  Plaintiff,  then  a  question  arose  whether,  on  the  true 
construction  of  the  will,  the  estate  was  not  vested  in 
William  James  Jenkins^  a  Defendant,  the  son  of  John^ 
the  third  great  nephew  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Shapter  and  Mr.  Fooks  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer. 

It  has  been  twice  decided  by  this  Court,  and  once  by 
the  King's  Bench,  that  the  great  nephew  Thomas  Jen- 
kins took  an  estate  tail. 

It 
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It  ap|mri<a)  that  the  great  nephew  Thamus  Jtnkim, 
between  the  date  of  the  two  recoveries,  sold  a  part  of 
the  estate  to  one  Gould^  who  objected  to  the  title,  and 
a  bill  for  specific  performance  having  been  filed  against 
him,  a  case  was  sent  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
which  certified  that  the  great  nephew  T/iomas  took  an 
estate  tail,  and  thereupon  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  V.C, 
decreed  specific  performance. 


1858. 


JSMKIMS 
LOED 

Climtov. 


Lord  St.  Leonards,  in  a  note  to  his  Treatise  on  **  The 
Law  of  Property  as  administered  by  the  House  of 
Lords,  ^  s2L^s(Jb\  that  ''if  be  recollects  rightly,"  there 
was  no  contract  with  Gould,  but  that  one  was  merely 
suggested,  in  order  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  Courts. 
This  imperfect  recollection  ought  not  to  detract  from 
the  importance  to  be  attached  to  those  judgments. 


Thomas  Jenkins,  the  great  nephew,  also  made  an- 
other sale  to  Berries,  between  the  dates  of  the  two 
recoveries,  and  he  instituted  another  suit  for  specific 
performance.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  this  was  a 
genuine  transaction.  The  Master  reported  in  favor  of 
the  title,  and  exceptions  being  taken  to  his  report,  were 
overruled  (c)  by  Sir  John  Leach,  V.C.  From  this  order 
there  was  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  but  the  ap- 
peal was  directed  to  stand  over  until  there  should  be  a 
decree  on  further  directions  (rf).  The  reason  suggested 
for  this  course  was,  that  the  judgment  of  the  House  of 
Lords  that  the  Master  was  right  in  finding  that  the 
title  was  good,  would  be  a  useless  proceeding  if  the 

Court, 


{a)  4  Madd  Rep.pp,  80,  81. 

(6)  Po^e257. 

(f)  Jeukintv,  Herriet^A  Madd, 
Rep.  67.  It  is,  by  error,  stated, 
at  p.  82  of  that  report,  that  tliere 
was  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 

VOL.  XXYl. 


ance,  instead  of  stating  that  **  ex- 
ceptions were  overruled." 

{d)  6  Simmx,  168  n  ;  Sir  Ed- 
vnrd  Sugden't  Treatne  on  the 
Law  of  Froperljf,  p.  257. 
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1858.  Court,  on  Farther  directions,  should  be  of  opiDion  that  it 
was  not  so  clearly  good  as  to  be  forced  upon  a  pur- 
chaser. 


Lord  St.  Leonards  (a)  observes  on  the  singularity  of 
this  order,  which  was  dated  the  14th  February^  1823; 
bui  it  was  probably  by  arrangement,  for  on  search  being 
made  to  discover  whether  any  judgment  was  given  by 
the  House,  the  information  obtained  was  as  follows : — 
**  The  parties  in  Jenkins  v.  Herries  having  come  to  an 
amicable  settlement,  the  appeal  was,  by  consent,  on  the 
ISth  February^  1823,  withdrawn,  without  payment  of 
costs.  Consequently,  no  judgment  was  given  on  the 
ap(>eal.* 


•• 


There  is  no  ground  for  Mr.  PrestoiCs  statement  in 
1  Harm*  &  Cr.  p.  744,  that  the  House  of  Lords  reversed 
Sir  John  Leaches  order. 

Lord  *S/.  Leonards  (b)  considers  it  clear  that  the  de- 
vise to  the  trustees  to  raise  an  annuity,  and  to  retain 
po8se$$iou  and  not  put  the  great  nephew  in  possession 
till  1S«K  vested  the  legal  fee  in  the  trustees;  and  he 

says,  that  that  devise  was  omitted  in  the  statement  of 

* 

th«^  case  to  the  King*s  Bench,  for  otherwise  that  Court 
would  not  have  given  its  opinion.  It,  however,  was  a 
que^tiv)u  whether  the  legal  fee  was  in  the  trustees,  or 
ivutainevi  in  them  till  the  great  nephew  Tkomas  attained 
twentV'Oue,  or  during  the  life  of  the  annuitant  (c).  It 
wa»  on  this  accounts  that  in  1816,  after  the  annuitant 
was  dead,  the  second  recovery  was  suffered. 


The 


r  17^  (c>  4  Mmdd.  74^  80,  81. 
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* 

The  6r8t  recovery  was  open  to  the  question  whether        1868. 
the  legal  freehold,  during  the  life  of  the  annuitant,  was 
not  in  the  trustees,  with  legal  remainders  over;  in  which 
case,  that  recovery  would  have  been  invalid  for  want  of 
a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe. 

But  assuming  that  the  great  nephew  Thomas  or  his 
brother  William  (both  of  whom  were  vouched  in  the 
second  recovery)  was  a  tenant  in  tail,  the  second  re- 
covery was  valid,  either  as  a  good  legal  or  as  a  good 
equitable  recovery;  for  whether  the  estates  tail  were 
legal  or  equitable,  there  was,  at  the  time  of  suffering  the 
second  recovery,  no  preceding  estate  in  anyone  not  a 
party  to  the  recovery  who  should  have  been  tenant  to 
the  prtEcipe.  As  the  bill  alleges,  truly,  that  the  sale  to 
Gordon  and  Lott  was  after  the  second  recovery,  their 
case  is  stronger  than  those  of  the  Defendants  in  the  two 
former  chancery  suits. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  opinions  expressed  by  the 
Judges  in  those  suits  are  not  binding  authorities,  as 
between  the  parties  to  this  suit ;  but  they  are  of  the 
greatest  weight.  There  is  no  direction  to  convey  or 
settle  in  the  will ;  there  is  no  executory  trust,  and  there- 
fore, whether  the  beneficial  gifts  be  legal  or  equitable, 
they  must  be  construed  in  the  same  way. 

The  declaration  that  the  great  nephew  Thomas  is  to 
be  "  universal  heir,"  and  that  the  estates  should  **  de- 
scend" from  him  to  his  sons,  in  succession,  and  that 
they  are  to  "  descend  in  the  male  line,"  and  that  the  next 
great  nephew  William  should  '^  succeed  to  my  estate, 
and  so  on,  in  case  of  failure  of  male  heirs,  to  the  third 
and  fourth  "  great  nephew,  shews  clearly  that  the  great 
nephews  were  to  take  estates  tail. 

The 
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The  expression  "  not  leave  any  son  "  can  onlj,  with 
reference  to  the  context,  mean,  **  without  leaving  issue 
male." 

The  general  scheme  and  intention  is  plain,  and  the 
particular  form  of  inaccurate  expression  must  yield  to 
and  not  defeat  it. 


The  suit  is  defective,  because  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  testator  is  not  before  the  Court. 

Mr.  Roundell  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hanson  in  support  of 
the  bill.  The  testator,  in  the  gift  of  his  property  to  the 
trustees  of  his  will,  uses  the  words  "  heirs  and  assigns," 
and  there  are  no  subsequent  expressions  which  have  the 
effect  of  cutting  down  their  estate,  nor  can  any  definite 
time  be  fixed  within  which  their  duties  are  to  deter- 
mine; consequently,  they  take  a  fee  simple,  and  the 
legal  estate  is  now  vested  in  the  representative  of  Lord 
Holie,  who  was  the  surviving  trustee,  and  the  suit  is 
properly  constituted  ;  Doe  v.  Daries  (a) ;  Blagrave  v. 
JBlagrave  {b) ;  Doe  v.  CaJ'e{c) ;  Poad  v.  Watson  {d). 

As  to  the  past  decisions  on  the  construction  of  the 
will,  they  are  not  binding  on  the  Plaintiff,  and  do  not 
relieve  the  Court  from  now  exercising  its  own  inde- 
pendent judgment  on  the  subject.  There  is  no  report 
of  the  special  case  which  was  argued  in  the  King's 
Bench,  so  that  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  what  it  was 
that  convinced  the  Court,  or  what  were  the  grounds 
of  the  certificate,  that  Thomas  took  an  estate  tail ;  the 
certificate  certainly  appears  wrong,  in  declaring  that 
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he  took  ao  estate  in  tail  general,  and  it  was,  in  all  pro- 
bability, a  collusive  case.  The  House  of  Lords  clearly 
did  not  adopt  Sir  J.  Leaches  decision  in  Jenkins  v.  Her^ 
riet{a),  although  Mr.  Preston,  who  was  one  of  the 
Counsel  in  the  cause,  probably  went  too  far  when  he 
said  ib)  that  *'  the  House  of  Lords  reversed  the  order 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery;'*  still  the  decision  of  Sir 
J.  Leach  cannot  be  considered,  under  all  the  circum- 
Btancesy  as  of  any  great  weight 

As  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  will,  we  submit 
that  the  testator's  eldest  great  nephew  Thomas  Jenkins 
took,  not  an  estate  tail,  but  an  estate  in  fee  simple, 
subject  to  executory  gifts  over  in  fee,  in  favor  of  his 
eldest  surviving  son,  or  brother,  or  uncle.  If  the  estate 
over  vested  in  a  son,  there  was  no  further  disposition  of 
the  property,  but  until  that  happened,  all  Thomas  s  sur- 
viving brothers  were  to  take  successively  estates  in  fee 
simple,  subject  to  similar  executory  gifts  over;  and 
therefore,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  the 
Plaintiff,  as  the  only  surviving  brother,  became,  on  the 
death  of  his  elder  brother  William  without  leaving  a  s6n, 
tenant  in  fee  simple  of  the  estate  devised  by  the  will. 

First.  The  testator's  declaration  that  Thomas  was  to 
be  his  universal  heir  was  sufficient,  standing  alone,  to 
give  him  tlie  whole  equitable  fee ;  Marret  v.  Sly  (c). 


1858. 


Secondly.  The  direction,  that  if  he  had  a  child  living 
at  his  death,  the  estates  should  descend  to  his  eldest 
son,  would,  in  like  manner,  pass  the  fee  to  the  son; 
Macnree  v.  Tall{d)\  Roe  v.  Bacon  (e).    The  direction 

in 
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ID  fact  is,  that  the  eldest  son  of  Thomas  living  at  his 
father's  death  is  to  be  heir  to  the  estates,  and  these 
words  ought  not  to  be  rejected,  Towns  v.  Wentworth  (a), 
as  they  must  be  if  Thomas  be  heM  to  take  an  estate  tail. 
The  cases  shew,  that  an  express  estate  for  hfe,  or  in 
fee,  is  not  enlarged,  or  narrowed,  into  an  estate  tail,  by 
a  subsequent  gift  to  sons  or  children  living  at  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  or  by  a  gift  over  in  the  event  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  or  in  fee,  dying  without  issue  living 
at  his  death ;  Denn  v.  Bagshaw  (b)  ;  Gallini  v.  GaU 
lini(c);  Lethewllier  v.  Tracay(d)\  Doe  d.  Barn  field 
V.  Wetton{e)\  Doe  v.  Webber (f)]  Doe  v.  Frost (g). 
An  additional  circumstance  in  favor  of  the  construc- 
tion for  which  we  contend  is  the  gift  of  portions  to 
Thomas's  younger  children,  as  was  the  case  in  Doe  v. 
Webber  (/). 


Thirdly.  The  testator  directs,  that  if  Thomas  should 
not  leave  any  son  at  his  death,  his  next  brother  was  to 
succeed  to  the  estate  (which  word  would  here  again 
carry  the  fee),  and  so  on,  in  case  of  failure  of  male  heirs, 
to  the  third,  fourth,  &c.,  the  eldest  great  nephew  living 
always  (that  is  on  every  devolution)  being  considered 
as  the  testator's  heir  in  case  of  failure  of  the  other 
brothers.  The  words  ''  and  so  on"  refer  to  the  previous 
gift,  and  shew  an  intention  that  the  other  great  nephews 
were  to  take  estates  in  fee  simple  in  the  same  manner 
as  Thomas;  Lisle y. Gray  {h);  Lowe  y.Davies{i);  Doe  v. 
WoodalKJk) ;  Fearne,  Cont.  Rem.  (/).  The  words  "  male 
heirs"  must  be  taken  with  reference  to  the  context  to 

mean 
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ihean  **  sons;"  Ryan  ▼.  Cowley(a);  Carter  v.  BentaU(b); 
Ooldie  T.  Chreaveslc).  That  the  testator  so  intended,  is 
evident  from  the  expression  used  by  him  in  the  sub- 
sequent gift  over  to  Thomases  uncles,  in  case  he  and  his 
brothers  all  die  without  leaving  a  son  or  sons.  So  far, 
therefore,  the  will  is  perfectly  clear  in  favor  of  the  con- 
struction for  which  we  contend ;  but  then  conies  the 
declaration,  which  is  supposed  to  shew  a  general  para- 
mount intention,  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  that  all  his 
nephews  should  take  estates  tail : — viz  ,  "  My  express 
will  and  desire  being  that  the  estates  do  always  descend 
in  the  male  line."  These  words  do  not,  however,  shew 
any  such  general  intention,  but  are  merely  referential  to 
the  course  of  devolution  which  the  testator  had  already 
pointed  out,  and  which,  with  its  various  contingencies, 
was  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  devolution  of  an  estate 
tail.  It  is  true  that  the  testator  uses  the  word  *'  de- 
scend," which  may  be  said  to  import  a  mode  of  devo- 
lution inconsistent  with  the  construction  for  which  we 
contend;,  but  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  the  next 
paragraph  of  the  will,  he  uses  the  same  term  to  import 
devolution  from  one  great  nephew  to  another,  which^is 
equally  inconsistent  with  the  construction  which  gives 
an  estate  tail.  The  word  ''  always,"  which  also  occurs 
in  this  clause,  does  not  appear  to  be  used  by  the  testator 
in  a  sense  denoting  perpetuity  or  successive  descents, 
any  more  than  in  the  preceding  sentence,  where  it  is 
applied  to  the  happening  of  a  single  event.  The  doc- 
trine of  general  and  particular  intent  is  commented 
on  by  Lord  Denman  in  Doe  v.  Gallini  (rf),  where  he 
says,  ''  The  more  coiTect  mode  of  stating  the  rule  of 
construction  is,"  &c.,  &c.,  '^  and  thus  explained  it 
should  be  applied  to  this  and  all  other  wills."     He 
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adds,  **  Another  undoubted  rule  of  construction  is/' 
&c.,  to  end  of  paragraph.  In  Grei/  v.  Pearson  (n).  Lord 
Wensleydale  observes,  "  I  have  been  very  deeply  im- 
pressed with  the  rule/'  &c.  He  repeats  his  remarks  in 
the  subsequent  case  of  Baker  v.  Baker  (b).  On  the 
whole  will,  therefore,  there  is  nothing  in  the  decIaratioQ- 
or  in  any  other  part  of  the  will  to  warrant  the  rejection 
of  the  clearly  expressed  contingent  dispositions,  or  to 
authotize  the  substitution,  in  their  place,  of  a  regular 
course  of  limitations  founded  on  a  supposed  general 
intention  of  the  testator,  which  can  only  be  inferred 
from  ambiguous  expressions,  and  is  entirely  at  variance 
with  the  express  particular  disposition  which  he  has 
previously  made. 


Mr.  Shapter  in  reply.  It  is  impossible  to  reconcile 
all  the  expressions  in  the  will,  if  taken  literally,  but  the 
words  **'m  case  of  failure  of  male  heirs"  of  one  great 
nephew  then  to  the  other  great  nephew,  and  the  direc- 
tion that  the  estates  should  descend  in  the  male  line 
clearly  shew,  that  estates  tail  were  intended,  and  that 
th%  words  "  child  or  children,"  and  "  son'*  meant 
'^  issue  **  and  **  issue  male.*'  The  Court  is  bound  to 
construe  limitations  to  be  remainders,  in  preference,  if 
possible,  to  executory  devises ;  Feame,  ConL  Rem.  (c). 


May  24.  The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  bill  to  carry  into  execution  the  trusts  of  the 

will 
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will  of  the  testator  named  Thomas  Jenkins,  who  died        1868* 

at  Rome  in  May^  1798.  v^s-^^ 

Jenkins 
o. 

The  words  of  the  will  are  certainly  not  very  easy  to  p.^^JJ^, 
construe.  The  word  *'son"  occurs  six  times  in  the 
first  eight  paragraphs,  and  it  must  be  read  ''issue  male/' 
if  it  is  to  be  made  consistent  with  the  word  "  heir/' 
which  occurs  in  the  6th,  8th,  9th  and  10th  paragraphs 
of  the  will,  according  to  my  numbering.  Ou  the  other 
hand,  in  these  latter  paragraphs,  which  I  have  read,  the 
word  ''  heir"  occurs  four  times,  and  this  must  be  read 
''son"  or  "sons/'  in  order  to  make  it  consistent  with 
the  word  "son"  or  sons/'  which  occurs  in  the  former 
parts  of  the  wilL 

In  this  state  of  things,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the 
rest  of  the  passages  to  see  what  is  the  scope  and  object 
of  them,  always  bearing  in  mind,  that  the  word  "son" 
is  quite  as  flexible  as  the  word  heir,  and  can  as  easily  be 
read  "issue  male"  as  the  word  "  heir"  can  be  turned  into 
the  word  "son."  In  the  1st  paragraph,  in  the  com- 
nencement,  the  testator  appoints  his  great  nephew 
ThomoB  Jenkins  "  his  universal  heir/*  and  he  repeats  this 
direction  in  the  2nd  paragraph.  This  alone  would  be 
sufficient  to  give  the  estate  in  fee  simple,  unless  controlled 
by  the  subsequent  limitation.  In  the  4th  paragraph  he 
directs,  that  the  estates  shall  descend  to  the  "eldest  son" 
of  Tkcmas.  Strictly  speaking,  an  estate  can  only  descend 
OD  the  eldest  sod  of  Thomas^  by  reason  of  Thomas  taking 
an  estate  of  inheritance.  To  meet  this,  it  is  argued,  that 
the  word  "descend"  cannot  have  this  signification,  be- 
cause it  must  be  considered  to  mean  the  same  thing 
throogboiit  his  will,  and  that  in  another  paragraph  (No. 
10),  it  is  applied  to  the  passing  of  the  estate  from  one 
great  nephew  to  another,  which  cannot  be  descent.  It 
it  Xxmt  that  the  5th  paragraph  excludes  the  children  of 

the 
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the  son  of  Thomas,  if  the  son  is  treated  as  a  purchaser; 
but  the  next  following  sentence  treats  this  very  son  as 
taking  by  descent,  for  he  declares  that  he  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  heir  to  my  estates. 

But  the  following  paragraphs  in  the  will  are,  in  my 
opinion,  conclusive,  that  the  testator  intended  the  chil- 
dren of  the  great  nephew  Thomas  to  take  by  descent. 
In  the  8th  paragraph  he  says, — ''  If  my  godson  and 
great  nephew  Thomas  should  not  leave  any  son  at  his 
death,  I  then  direct  that  his  next  brother,  and  second 
son  of  my  nephew  William,  succeed  to  my  estate,  and 
so  on;  in  case  of  failure  of  male  heirs  to  the  third, 
fourth,  &c."  Here  the  testator  interprets  the  ''  not 
leaving  any  son"  to  mean  a  failure  of  heirs  male. 

An  argument  was  undoubtedly  attempted  to  be  rested 
on  the  words  ''  and  so  on,"  as  if  they  were  synonymous 
with  *^  in  like  manner,''  and  that  thus  the  former  limi- 
tations must  be  introduced.  Undoubtedly  the  words 
''and  so  on"  are  occasionally  used  in  this  sense,  but 
this  is  not  their  primary  meaning.  He  says,  in  the  5th 
paragraph, — ''  It  is  always  to  be  understood,  that  if  my 
great  nephew  Thomas  should  have  more  sons  than  one, 
if  the  eldest  son  should  die  before  his  father,  he  is  to 
be  succeeded  by  his  second  son,  and  so  onto  the  third, 
&c."  And,  in  my  opinion,  in  this  paragraph,  these 
words  are  not  referential  to  the  mode  of  taking,  but 
merely  descriptive  of  the  order  of  succession  in  which 
the  persons  are  to  take. 

But  what  weighs  with  me  most  is  the  9th  paragraph, 
which  I  must  reject  altogether,  if  I  adopt  the  argument 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  for  it  is  in  these  words  : — ''  The  eldest 
great  nephew  living  always  is  to  be  considered  as  my 
legitimate  heir,  in  case  of  failure  of  the  other  brothers, 

my 
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my  express  will  and  desire  being,  that  my  estates  do 
always  descend  in  the  male  line."  These  words  **  de- 
scend in  the  male  line"  have  a  distinct  and  definite 
meaning,  and  are  applicable  to  and  give  a  clue  to  the 
general  meaning  of  the  testator,  which,  but  for  this,  is 
not  very  clear:  with  respect  to  the  rest  of  this  part  of  the 
will,  it  is  true,  that  in  the  10th  paragraph  the  testator 
speaks  of  the  estate  "  descending  from  one  great  nephew 
to  another,"  but  even  in  this  paragraph  he  inferentially 
points  out,  that  the  sum  to  be  raised  in  favor  of  females 
is  only  to  take  eflPect  in  case  their  father  **  die  without 
heir  male,"  thereby  pointing  out  that  the  word  **  child," 
in  the  7th  paragraph,  is  to  be  read  synonymously  with 
the  word  **  issue." 


1858. 


The  11th  and  last  paragraph  is  very  confused.  He 
still  talks  of  the  heirs  of  the  nephew  Joseph  taking,  in 
case  of  failure  of  the  sons  or  son  of  his  nephew  William, 
using  the  words  "  sons  "  and  ''  heirs  "  almost  as  syno- 
nymous, and  certainly  indiscriminately  throughout  this 
paragraph.  From  this  paragraph,  had  it  stood  alone, 
it  would  have  been  difficult  to  have  extracted  any  mean- 
ing conclusively,  one  way  or  the  other,  but  the  inclina- 
tion of  my  mind  is,  that  this  paragraph,  standing  alone, 
would  have  tended  to  shew  the  testator  used  the  word 
"  heir"  and  "  heirs  male "  in  the  sense  of  jon.  I  cannot, 
however,  get  over  the  positive  declaration  of  his  "  ex- 
press will  and  desire  "  in  the  9th  paragraph,  that  the 
estates  are  to  descend  in  the  male  line,  coupled  with  the 
explanation  which  he  gives  in  the  10th  paragraph  of  his 
desire,  and  which  afford,  as  it  were,  a  key  to  his  mean- 
ing throughout. 


What  he  meant  may,  I  think,  be  very  shortly  and 
clearly  expressed  in  these  words, — '^  I  desire  my  real 
estates  to  go  in  the  same  manner  as  if  my  father  had 

died 
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died  seised  of  them  in  tail  male/'  and  that  this  was  Uia 
scheme  of  the  will,  and  this  the  mode  in  which  he  in- 
tended the  whole  of  it  should  opera te,  and  in  order  to 
accomplish  that  end,  that  the  entail,  so  as  it  were  vested 
in  his  father^  should  not  be  barred. 


It  is,  on  the  perusal  of  the  will  alone,  that  I  hare 
come  to  this  conclusion,  uninfluenced  by  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Jenkins  v.  Herrits  (a).  It  is  to  be  observed, 
however,  that  this  was  a  direct  decision  on  this  very  will, 
which  has  not  been  reversed ;  and  that  besides  this,  it 
speaks  of  a  decision  to  the  same  eflect  by  a  Court  of  Com- 
mon Lawj  in  a  case  sent  for  the  opinion  of  that  Court. 
It  is  true,  that  the  decision  at  law  is  deprived  of  much  of 
its  value,  by  the  fact,  that  it  seems  probable  that  the  case 
was  a  concerted  one,  and  that  probably  both  sides  co- 
vertly concurred  in  endeavouring  to  obtain  the  decision 
actually  pronounced  by  that  Court.  Tlie  case,  however, 
before  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  bondjide  contested  ;  the 
decision  was  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords,  where  ife 
certainly  met  with  a  singular  result,  for  that  Court  de« 
dined  to  entertain  the  appeal  till  it  should  appear  that 
the  Court  below  acted  on  its  own  decision,  which  result 
was  a  mere  formal  matter  of  course.  Still,  the  fact  of  the 
House  of  Lords  having  adopted  that  course  points  very 
strongly  to  the  inference,  that  the  House  of  Lords  would 
Dot  have  supported  the  decision  of  the  Court  below ; 
and  it  appears  that  this  was  so  considered  by  the  parties, 
inasmuch  as  the  matter  seems  to  have  been  compromised 
and  the  purchase  abandoned.  But  even  if  the  House 
of  Lords  had  revei*sed  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor, it  would  not  have  decided  that  the  constructioa 
put  on  this  will  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  erroneous. 
It  would  merely  have  decided  that  the  quetttioo  was  one 

involving 
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lOTOlving  too  iDQch  doubt  to  enable  the  Court  to  compel 
B  purchaser  to  take  a  title  depending  on  such  a  ques- 
tion,  in  the  absence  of  the  person  who  alone  was  really 
interested  in  contesting  it.  The  decision  in  Maddock 
therefore  certainly  does  not  bind  me ;  but  for  the  rea- 
sons I  faaye  stated,  drawn  from  the  general  scope  and 
object  of  the  devise,  and  the  interpretation  of  the  devise 
itself,  given  by  the  testator  in  his  own  will,  I  think  that 
all  the  estates  given  in  the  property  of  the  testator  in- 
cluded in  this  devise  were  estates  in  tail  male,  and  that 
consequently,  upon  the  statements  contained  in  the  bill, 
the  Plaintiff  has  no  title  to  the  relief  which  he  asks,  and 
the  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 


1858. 


Note.— An  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  is  pending. 


THRUPP  V.  COLLETT.    (No.  1.) 

rpHE  testator,  JoAn  Collttt,  by  his  will  dated  in  1849, 
bequeathed  to  his  executors  as  follows : — "  To 
my  executore  the  sum  of  5,000/.  sterling,  which  I  direct 
they  will,  within  the  period  of  five  years  from  my  de- 
cease, pay  and  apply  in  jjur chasing  and  procuring  the 
discharges  of  persons,  who,  ot  the  time  of  my  decease  or 
at  any  time  durino;  the  said  period  of  five  years,  shall 
or  may  be  committed  to  prison,  for  non-pnyment  of  fines, 
fees  or  expenses,  under  the  game  laws  now  or  to  be  here- 
after in  force,  the  cases  to  be  selected  by  my  executors, 
in  their  own  discretion  and  judgment;  but  no  payment 
for  procuring  the  dischai-ge  of  any  one  person  to  exceed 
the  sum  of  nineteen  guineas.  And  all  such  portions  of 
the  said  sum  of  6,000/.,  or  interest  to  arise  therefrom, 
as  my  executors  shall  not  have  so  paid  and  applied 
within  the  period  of  five  years  from  my  decease,  or 

which 


Julif  26. 

Bequest  for 
purchaking  the 
diHcharge  of 
poachers, 
**  committed 
to  priwn  for 
non-payment 
of  fines,  fees 
or  expenses 
under  the 
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Held  void  as 
encouraging 
offences  and 
opposed  to 
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which  it  might  be  considered  could  not  be  legally  paid 
or  applied  for  such  purposes^  or  either  of  them,  by 
reason  of  the  said  bequest  being  wholly  or  in  part  void, 
shall  be  laid  out  by  my  executors  in  the  purchase  of 
an  annuity  or  annuities  for  the  lives  of  my  said  wife 
and  daughter  and  the  life  of  the  survivor,  and  for  their 
and  her  benefit,  in  the  same  way  as  the  general  residue 
of  my  estate  is  directed  to  be  invested  and  applied,  and 
as  if  the  same  were  part  thereof.  But  nevertheless  my 
executors  shall  not  be  charged  with  or  accountable  for 
any  payment  or  appropriation  of  the  said  sum  of  5,000/. 
and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  reason  of  any  ille- 
gality or  supposed  illegality  of  the  bequest  thereof, 
hereinbefore  contained,  or  of  its  being  considered  in 
whole  or  in  part  void,  if  they  my  said  executors  shall 
obtain  the  sanction  and  consent  in  writing  of  my  wife 
and  daughter,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  to  any  payment 
they  may  in  their  discretion  make ;  and,  after  obtaining 
such  sanction  and  consent  in  writing,  my  executors  shall 
be  discharged  from  all  liability,  claim  and  demand  in 
respect  thereof,  as  well  from  my  said  wife  and  daughter, 
or  either  of  them,  as  from  any  person  or  persons  whom- 
soever; and  notwithstanding  anything  that  may  be 
urged  against  the  validity  of  the  bequest  above  con- 
tained, or  any  part  thereof,  I  rely  on  my  wife  and 
daughter  concurring  in  carrying  my  wishes  into  effect." 


The  testator  died  in  1856. 


The  Defendants  Ermingarde  ColUtt,  Adam  Atkiiuon 
and  Charlotte  Eustatia  his  wife  contended  and  insisted, 
that  the  bequest  of  the  legacy  of  5,000/.  to  the  exe- 
cutors, to  be  paid  and  applied  in  purchasing  and  pro- 
curing the  discharge  of  persons  committed  to  prison  for 
non-payment  of  fines,  fees  or  expenses  under  the  game 
laws,  was  illegal  and  void,  and  that  it  formed  part  of 

the 
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the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator,  and  ought  to  be 
invested  in  the  purchase  of  an  annuity  or  annuities  as 
directed  by  the  will  in  respect  of  the  testator's  residuary 
estate. 

Mr.  Piggott  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  WichenSj  in  support  of  the  bequest.  The  charity 
is  not  illegal,  for  one  of  the  charitable  objects  mentioned 
in  the  Statute  of  Charitable  Uses  (43  Elis,  c.  4)  is  ''for 
relief  or  redemption  of  prisoners  or  captives."  If  there 
be  two  charitable  purposes,  one  of  which  is  good,  and 
the  other  bad,  the  valid  alternative  will  prevent  the  gifl 
from  failing ;  Sorreshy  v.  Hollins  (a).  Here,  if  the 
trustees  cannot  apply  the  fund  in  payment  of  ''  fines," 
still  they  may  pay  ''  the  fees  and  expenses." 

Again,  if  the  gift  be  charitable,  but  the  mode  of  ap- 
plying it  be  illegal,  the  fund  must  be  applied  as  the 
Crown  by  sign  manual  may  direct;  Da  Costa  v.  De 
Pat(Ji)\  and  if  the  Court  is  unable  to  exercise  the  dis- 
cretion, Forbes  v.  Forbe8(c\  the  fund  is  divisible  amongst 
the  three  objects  equally;  Brown  v.  Higg$(d). 
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Mr.  Llogd,  for  the  residuary  legatees,  was  not  called 


on. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  support  this  bequest.  It  is  impossible  not 
to  see,  that  the  effect  of  it  would  be  to  give  immunity 
and  protect  persons  in  the  commission  of  acts,  which  are 
treated  by  the  legislature  as  offences,  and  for  which 

penalties 


(a)  9  Mod.  221. 

(b)  Ambler,  228. 


(c)  18  Beav,  652. 
{d)  8  Fef.  561. 
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penalties  by  fine  are  imposed*  This  Court  could  not 
support  a  charity  which  would  protect  persons  from  the 
consequences  of  this  offence,  any  more  than  of  others  of 
a  different  nature,  which  might  even  amount  to  felony. 

Looking  at  this  bequest  in  a  plain  common-sense 
view,  it  is  obviously  calculated  to  encourage  offences 
prohibited  by  the  legislature.  This  is  against  public 
policy,  and  the  Court  cannot  carry  such  an  object  into 
effect. 

Declare  it  void. 


July  22,  2S. 

A  testator 
gave  his  re- 
siduary estate 
to  his  daughter 
for  life,  and 
afterwards  to 
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Henry  and 
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thereafter  to 
be  bom,  and 
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beiuff  a  son, 
should  attain 
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or  being  a 
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should  attain 
that  age  or 
marry  with 
consent, 
equally  to  be 
divided,  such 
issue  to  take 
a  parent's 
share:  Udd 
void  for  re- 
motenen. 


WEBSTER  r.  BODDINGTON. 

rr^HE  testator,  Samuel  Boddingion,  of  the  city  of 
London,  merchant,  the  father  of  the  Defendant, 
Lady  Webster,  by  his  will  made  in  1838,  devised  and 
bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  three  trustees, 
upon  trust  to  sell  and  realize,  and  to  invest  and  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  stocks  and  securities,  ''  upon  trust  during 
the  life  of  my  daughter  Grace  Webster  (if  they  the  said 
trustees  or  trustee,  and  when  and  as  soon  and  at  such 
tin>e  or  times,  as  they  or  he  do  and  shall,  in  their  or 
his  sole  and  uncontrolled  and  unaccountable  discretion, 
think  fit),  in  the  first  place  to  set  apart  and  appropriate, 
out  of  the  said  dividends,  interest  and  annual  proceeds, 
so  much  and  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  they  the  said 
trustees  or  trustee  shall  determine  and  think  proper, 
and  to  apply  the  same  for  and  towards  the  education 
and  maintenance,  or  otherwise  for  the  support  and 
benefit  of  my  two  grandsons  Henry  Boddington  Webster 
and  Charles  Fox  Webster,  the  sons  of  my  daughter 
Chrace  Webster,  and  for  all  and  every  other  her  children 
or  child,  if  such  there  shall  be,  and  their  issue  respec- 
tively, 
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tively,  and  whether  such  grandchildren  or  is»iie  respec-        1858. 
tively  be  minors  tinder  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or      ^^^^/^^ 

^nr  ERST  EM 

not,  but  so  as  that  not  more  than  the  clear  sum  of  400/.  ^ 

of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain  be  so  appropriated  or  Boddinotok. 
applied  for  each  such  grandchild  or  issue  in  any  one 
year;"  and,  subject  thereto,  upon  trust,  during  the 
natural  life  of  Lady  Webster^  to  pay  the  dividends,  in- 
terest and  annual  proceeds  to  Lady  Webster  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  viithout  power  of  anticipation. 

And  from  and  after  her  decease,  ''  upon  trust  for  my- 
said  two  grandchildren  Henry  Boddington  Webster  and 
Charles  Fox  Webster^  and  all  and  every  other  the  child 
or  children  of  my  said  daughter  Grace  Webster  here- 
after to  be  born,  if  any,  and  whether  of  her  present  or 
any  future  mariiage  or  marriages,  or  the  issue  of  such 
grandsons  respectively,  or  other  child   or  children,  in 
such  parts,  shares  and  proportions,  and  subject  to  such 
conditions,  restrictions  and  limitations  Over,  such  limi- 
tations over  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  some  or  one  of  the 
said  grandsons  and  other  children  or  issue,  as  my  said 
daughter  Grace  Webster  (but  always  with  the  appro- 
bation of  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being 
of  this  my  will,  signified  in  writing  under  their  or  his 
hands  or  hand)  shall,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  by 
any  deed  or  deeds,  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  with 
or  without  power  of  revocation,  to  be  by  her  sealed  and 
delivered  in  the  presence  of  and   attested  by  two  or 
more  witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  or  any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  or  any  other 
testamentary  writing,  to  be  signed  by  her  in  the  pre- 
sence of  and  to  be  attested  by  the  like  number  of  wit- 
nesses, shall  direct  or  appoint.     And  in  default  of  any 
8uch  direction  or  appointment,  then  in  trust  for  all  and 
every  my  said  grandsons  VLiid  other  the  child  and  ciiildren 
of  nay  said  daughter  Grace  Webster  hereafter  to  be  born 
(if  any),  and  whether  of  her  present  or  any  future 
VOL.  xxvi.  K  marriage 
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1858.        marriage  or  marriages,  and  the  issue  of  such  grandsons 
^■^^^^^^       or  other  child  or  children,  who  being  a  son  or  sons  shall 
^^  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ^  or  being  a 

BoDDiNGTON.  daughtcr  or  daughters  shall  live  to  attain  that  age,  or 
be  married  under  that  age  with  the  previous  consent  of 
my  said  daughter  (if  living),  equally  to  be  divided  be- 
tween or  amongst  them  (if  more  than  one)  share  and 
share  alike,  such  issue  taking  a  parent's  share." 

*'  Provided  nevertheless,  and  I  declare  and  direct,  that 
if  there  shall  not  be  any  children  or  child  or  other  issue 
of  my  said  daughter,  who,  being  a  son,  shall  live  to  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a  daughter,  shall 
live  to  attain  that  age  or  be  married  with  such  previous 
consent  given  thereto  as  aforesaid,  then  and  in  such 
case,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter 
Orace  Webster,  in  case  she  shall  be  then  living  and 
shall  have  survived  her  said  husband  the  said  Henry 
Webster,  upon  t^ust,  as  to  the  further  sum  of  10,000/.," 
to  be  raised  out  of  his  trust  estate,  to  such  persons  as 
Lady  Webster  should  appoint,  and  subject  thereto  he 
gave  the  trust  premises  to  his  brother  Thomas  Bod- 
dington  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  his  nephew  Thomas 
Soddington,  the  younger,  absolutely. 

There  was  a  power  of  maintenance  during  the  mino- 
rity "of  my  said  grandsons  or  other  children  or  issue, 
for  the  time  being  immediately  entitled  by  virtue  of  this 
my  will,  in  expectancy,  to  the  said  trust  monies." 

There  was  also  a  power  of  advancement  during  the 
minority  "  of  my  said  grandsons  and  other  the  children 
or  other  issue  for  the  time  being  immediately  entitled, 
by  virtue  of  this  my  will,  in  expectancy,  to  the  said 
several  trust  monies." 

The  testator  died  in  184)3;  his  daughter  survived 
him.     Her  husband  Sir  Henry  Webster  died  in  1847. 

She 
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She  had  two  children  only,  Henry  Boddington  Webster        1858. 
and  Charles  Fox  Webster^  mentioned  in  the  will,  both      Ji^"^^*^^ 

_      ,  ,     -  .      ,  Webster 

of  whom  had  now  attained  twenty-one.  v. 

BODDINQTON. 

In   1853,  Lady  Webster  released  her  power  of  ap- 
pointment. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  Lady  Webster  and  her 
two  sons,  and  the  question  argued  was  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  limitation,  in  the  will,  to  Henry  B.  Webster  and 
Charles  F.  Webster  and  their  issue,  it  being  alleged  to 
be  void  for  remoteness.  The  case  was  originally  heard 
on  the  31st  of  May^  1854,  when  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  held  the  discretionary  power  of  maintenance  of 
the  grandchildren  and  issue,  '*  during  the  life  of  Lady 
Webster !*  was  valid ;  but  he  declined  deciding  the  ques- 
tion as  to  remoteness  until  issue  had  been  born,  who 
might  support  the  validity  of  the  bequest. 

A  child  having  been  born  to  Charles  Fox  Webster^ 
the  cause  now  came  on  for  argument. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Loudon  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  limitation  to  the  testator's  two  grandsons  and  other 
the  children  of  his  daughter,  and  the  issue  of  such 
grandson  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  is  void.  Nei- 
ther the  children  or  the  issue  take  vested  interests 
unless  they  attain  twenty-one,  or  attain  that  age  or 
marry.  The  words  are,  who  ''  shall  live  to  attain," 
which  apply  to  both.  The  issue  may  not  attain  twenty- 
one  within  a  life  in  being  or  twenty-one  years  afterwards, 
and  the  gift  to  some  of  the  class  being  too  remote,  the 
whole  fails,  for  they  cannot  be  separated ;  Chreenwood 
y.  Roberts  {a);  Oooch  y.Gooch{b);  Seaman  y.  Wood {c); 

Read  v.  Gooding  {d). 

Mr. 

{a)  15  Beav.  92.  (c)  22  Beav.  591. 

(6)  14  Beav.  566;  3  De  Gex,  (d)  21  Beam,  478. 

Jf.  ^G.366. 

K.2 
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1858.  ^^'  Brht€wt  in  the  same  interest.   The  word  "  issue" 

is  equivalent  to  children,  fo  there  would  be  a  gift  to 
great  grandchildren  at  tuenty-one;  WUtfs  Case  {a). 


Webstee 


V. 
BODDIEOTOV. 


If  the  two  grandsons  had  died  under  age,  leaving 
children,  who  also  died  under  age,  the  third  generation 
attaining  twenty-one  were  intended  to  take,  which  is 
plainly  void. 

Mr.  Hobhause  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Busk  for  the  wife  of  Charles  Fox  Webster, 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Rendall  for  a  child  of  Charles 
F.  Webster^  and  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Freeling  for  the 
trustees  and  the  parties  taking  in  remainder,  in  support 
of  the  validity  of  the  gift. 

The  power  of  maintenance  in  favor  of  the  grand- 
children and  their  issue  has  been  held  valid ;  the  pre- 
sumption, therefore,  is,  that  the  issue  to  take  the  corpus 
of  the  property  are  the  same,  and,  if  so,  the  subsequent 
gift  to  them  is  valid. 

The  period  for  ascertaining  the  class  is  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life ;  and  if  you  can  ascertain  the  shares 
into  which  the  whole  is  to  be  divided  within  the  proper 
limits  as  to  time,  the  subsequent  limitations,  though  too 
remote,  only  affect  those  severed  shares  to  which  they 
are  applicable.  Here,  the  class  is  the  grandchildren ; 
the  issue  who  are  to  take  *'  a  parent's  share "  are  not 
members  of  the  original  class,  but  take  by  substitu- 
tion for  their  parents ;  Pearson  v.  Stephen  (b).  The 
word  "parent"  limits  the  issue  to  children;  Ross  v. 
Ross{c);  Robinson  v.  St/kes{d), 

The 

(a)  6  Rfp.  17.  (f)  20  Beav.  645. 

(b)  5  Biigh,  203.  (</)  23  Beav.  40. 
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The  gift  to  the  grandchildren  at  twenty-one  is  valid  ;        1858. 
and  even  if  the  substitutionary  gift  to  the  issue  be  void,       ''^^^^/'^^ 
the  first  gift  remains  unaffected  by  it.  „^ 

BoDDIMGTOir, 

The  grandchildren  who  attain  twenty-one  lake  vested 
interests,  subject  to  be  divested  by  death  in  the  life  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  then  their  children  take  the 
severed  shares  by  substitution. 

James  v.  Lord  Wynford(a);  Griffith  Y,Potonall{b); 
were  also  referred  to. 

Mr.  Loudon,  in  reply,  referred  to  Dick  v.  Lacy  (c). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  arising  upon  the  construction  of  the       Jufy  28. 
will  of  Mr.  Boddington  is,  whether  a  limitation  is  too 
remote.     He  gives  the  property  in  question  upon  trust 
for  his  grandchildren  or  their  issue  as    his  daughter 
shall  appoint. 

I  only  refer  to  that  power  for  the  purpose  of  saying 
that  it  was  perfectly  good,  but  that  as  Lady  Webster 
has  released  all  her  right  of  appointment,  no  question 
arises  upon  that  part  of  the  case. 

The  will  then  proceeds  to  state  what  is  to  be  done  in 
default  of  appointment,  and  upon  that  the  question 
arises.  The  testator  sayt^,  '^  And  in  default  of  any  such 
direction  or  appointment,  then  in  trust  for  all  and  every 
my  said  grandsons,  and  other  the  child  and  children  of 

my 

(fl)  ]  Smalt  Sf  G.  40.  (c)  8  Beuv,  214. 

{h)  13  ^m,  393. 
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1858.        my  said  daughter  Grace  Webster,  hereafter  to  be  born 

^^^'^"^'^      (if  anyX  and  whether  of  her  present  or  any  future  mar- 

V.  riage  or  marriages,  and  the  issue  of  such  grandsons  or 

BoDDiMGTOM.   q^Jj^^  child  or  children,  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  shall 

live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  being  a 

daughter  or  daughters,  shall  life  to  attain  that  age,  or 

be  married  under  that  age,  with  the  previous  consent  of 

my  said   daughter  (if  living),  equally  to   be   divided 

between  or  amongst  them  (if  more  than  one),  share 

and  share  alike,  such  issue  taking  a  parent's  share.*' 

The  question  arises  upon  those  words,  and  really  is 
this : — when  is  the  class  to  be  ascertained  ?  whether 
immediately  on  the  death  of  the  daughter,  in  which 
case  the  gift  is  perfectly  good ;  or  whether  it  is  to  be 
ascertained  when  the  grandchildren  or  issue  of  a  grand- 
child have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

If,  on  the  death  of  Lady  Webster,  the  estate  is  to  be 
divided  into  as  many  shares  as  there  are  children  of 
Lady  Webster  who  survive  her,  and  children  of  Lady 
Webster  who  have  predeceased  her  leaving  children, 
then  it  is  perfectly  good ;  but  if  it  be  necessary  to  wait 
until  either  all  the  children  of  Lady  Webster  shall  have 
attained  twenty-one,  or  until  some  child  or  remoter 
issue  of  a  child  of  Lady  Webster  shall  have  attained 
twenty-one  after  her  decease,  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
number  of  shares  into  which  the  estate  is  to  be  divided, 
then  it  is  void  for  remoteness,  as  the  class  to  take  is  not 
to  be  ascertained  until  after  a  period  which  may  exceed 
a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  after- 
wards. If  Lady  Webster  should  die,  leaving  an  infant 
daughter,  who  should  also  die  in  infancy,  leaving  a 
child,  would  that  child  be  entitled  under  the  words  of 
the  will  (assuming  no  rule  against  perpetuity  existed) 
to  take  his  share  in  this  property  ?  On  the  best  consi- 
deration 
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deration  I  can  give   to  the  case,  I   think   that  these         1858. 
words  which  I  have  already  read,  "  who  being  a  son  or       >-^^/-^/ 
sons  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  ^^ 

being  a  daughter  or  daughters  shall  live  to  attain  that  Boddimotow. 
age  or  be  married  under  that  age  with  the  previous 
consent  of  roy  said  daughter,  if  living,"  apply  both  to 
the  living  grandsons  and  to  the  other  children  of  the 
testator's  daughter  as  well  as  to  the  issue  of  the  grand- 
children, that  the  words  are  not  confined  to  the  issue  of 
the  grandchildren,  but  apply  to  the  whole  class,  and 
that  the  class  consists  of  three  sets  of  persons,  viz.,  the 
existing  grandsons  who  are  named,  grandchildren  there- 
after to  be  born,  and  the  issue  of  those  two  previous 
descriptions  of  grandchildren  who  may  have  died  before 
the  period  of  distribution,  all  of  whom  must  attain 
twenty-one  years  before  the  division  of  the  fund  takes 
place. 

I  have  carefully  considered  the  authorities  which 
were  cited  to  me,  and  I  have  reconsidered  my  decision 
in  the  case  of  Chreenwood  v.  Roberts  (a),  the  more  so  as 
that  case,  if  correct,  seems  to  me  to  govern  the  present 
one,  and  as  it  has  undergone  some  discussion  since  in  a 
very  learned  work  on  this  subject  (&),  and  has  been 
supposed  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  decision  of  Sir 
Lancelot  Shadwell  in  Griffith  v.  Pownall  (c).  But 
upon  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  to  the  case  it 
appears  to  me  quite  consistent  with  Griffith  v.  Pownally 
and  to  govern  the  present  case. 

In  Griffith  v.  Pownall  there  was  a  power  to  appoint 
a  fund  amongst  all  the  children  of  a  named  person, 
begotten  and  to  be  begotten,  and  their  issue,  and  in 

default 

(o)  15  Beav.  92.  2nd  ed, 

(b)  1  Jarman  on  Wilis,  p,  226,  (c)  13  Sim,  393. 
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1858.        default  of  appointment  it  was  given  to  the   children 
^■^^^'^^^       equally.     The  donee  of  the  power  had  six  children^  all 
^  of  whom  were  alive  when  the  power  was  created,  and 

BoDDiNOTON.  the  appointor  had  directed,  by  his  will,  that  the  share 
which  every  child  of  the  donee  begotten  or  to  be 
begotten  was  entitled  to  in  default  of  appointment 
should  be  held  in  trust  for  that  child  for  life,  and  after 
his  death  for  his  children.  The  donee  of  the  power 
appointed  the  fund  among  many  objects,  which  were 
perfectly  good  at  the  time.  It  was  held  that  the 
appointment  was  perfectly  good  with  respect  to  all 
those  children,  because  it  was  a  separate  and  distinct 
matter  and  could  be  kept  separate  and  distinct,  and  that 
therefore  the  appointment  was  good  to  the  extent  to 
which  it  was  within  the  limits  of  perpetuity,  but  bad  to 
the  extent  that  it  went  beyond  it. 

.1  not  only  approve  of  that  decision,  but  think  it  is 
quite  consistent  with  my  d.ecision  in  Greenwood  v. 
Boberts  {a). 

Ill  Greenwood  v.  Roberts  the  gift  was  to  the  children 
of  Thomas  living  at  his  decease,  in  equal  shares  and 
proportions,  and  there  was  this  direction  contained  in 
the  will.  "  And  I  further  direct,  that  if  any  of  the 
children  of  my  brother  Thomas  shall,  at  his  decease,  be 
dead  and  have  left  issue,  such  issue  shall  nevertheless 
be  entitled  among  them,  if  more  than  one,  to  the  same 
sum  of  money  as  they  would  eventually  have  been 
entitled  to  had  their  parent  outlived  them."  Now  the 
validity  of  the  bequest  there  could  not  depend  upon  the 
fact  whether  the  children  of  Thomas  who  were  alive  at 
the  date  of  the  will  survived  Thomas  or  not,  and  if  they 
all  died  1  aving  children,  the  children  would   have  to 

share 

(a)  15  Beav.  92. 
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share  with  the  other  children  of  Thomas  who  were  1858. 
born  after  the  death  of  testator,  but  had  predeceased  >^^^^^ 
ThomaSy  and  this  would,  undoubtedly,  have  been  good  ©"'* 

if  the  class  were  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  Boddinotom. 
ThomaHy  but  they  took  no  vested  interests  until  they 
attained  twenty-one,  so  that  if  the  children  of  Thomas 
\%ho  were  living  at  the  date  of  the  will  died  before 
Thomas  and  left  children,  who  died  under  twenty-one 
years  leaving  remoter  issue,  it  would  not  be  until  these 
remoter  issue  attained  twenty-one  that  the  class  would 
be  ascertained,  or  the  number  of  shares  ascertained 
into  which  the  fund  would  be  divisible.  If  at  Thomases 
death  he  had  no  child  living,  but  all  his  children  had 
died  leaving  issue  and  were  all  infants,  and  they  could 
not  take  until  twenty-one,  they  might  again  have  died 
leaving  remoter  issue,  who  would  not  take  until  twenty- 
one,  so  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  class  was  not  to  be 
ascertained  until  a  period  beyond  a  life  and  lives  in 
being  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards. 

In  Cattlin  v.  Brown  (a),  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  has 
very  carefully  considered  this  case;  he  takes  the  dis- 
tinction which  I  have  already  stated,  and  expresses  his 
approbation  of  that  case.  The  case  there  was  simply 
this: — It  was  "  a  devise  to  Thomas  Cattlin  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  all  and  every  the  children  of  Thomas 
Catlin  during  their  natural  lives,  in  equal  shares,  and 
after  the  decease  of  any  or  either  of  them,  the  part 
or  share  of  the  child  so  dying  unto  his,  her  or  their 
children  or  child,  and  liis>,  her  or  their  heirs  for  ever,  as 
tenants  in  common."  The  Vice-Chancellor  there  held, 
that  they  were  distinct  and  separate  gifts,  and  that 
therefore  those  that  were  given  to  the  children  of  Tho^ 
mas  Catlin,  who  were  alive  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 

would 

(fl)  11  iiarf.  372. 


138  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1858.  would  be  perfectly  good.  I  fully  acquiesce  in  the  pro- 
priety of  that  decision,  and  I  fully  concur  in  the  five 
rules  which  he  lays  down  in  that  case,  in  which  he 
BoDDiNOTON.  specifies  what  are  the  leading  principles  which  govern 
these  cases.  I  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to  the  fifth 
rule  which  he  mentions  in  page  377,  because,  if  this  case 
does  not  come  within  that  rule,  it  must  be  too  remote. 
The  Vice-Chancellor  says,  "  The  fifth  and  last  rule  to 
which  I  need  to  advert  is  this . — that  where  there  is  a 
gift  or  devise  of  a  given  sum  of  money  or  property  to 
each  member  of  a  class,  and  the  gift  to  each  is  wholly 
independent  of  the  same  or  similar  gift  to  every  other 
member  of  the  class,  and  cannot  be  augmented  or 
diminished,  whatever  be  the  number  of  the  other  mem- 
bers, then  the  gift  may  be  good  as  to  those  within  the 
limits  allowed  by  law."  I  fully  concur  in  these  expres- 
sions, and  the  case  of  Griffith  v.  PoumaU(a)  is  brought 
within  the  principle  of  the  rule  by  the  gift  of  a  power  to 
a  person  who  might  select  objects  who  were  not  beyond 
the  proper  limits. 

But  I  think  that  the  present  case  cannot  be  brought 
within  that  rule.  If  I  am  right,  that  the  direction  as 
to  the  attainment  of  twenty-one  years  is  essential  to 
enable  any  member  of  the  class  to  take,  it  is  obvious, 
on  the  face  of  the  will,  that  there  is  this  very  possible 
result,  viz.,  that  before  the  decease  of  Lady  Webster  the 
grandchildren  then  alive  might  all  have  died  leaving  chil- 
dren or  remoter  issue,  that  some  of  her  children  might 
also  have  been  born  to  Lady  Webster  after  the  death  of 
the  testator,  that  all  these  might  have  predeceased  her 
and  left  children  under  twenty-one,  and  that  all  these 
might  have  been  infants  at  the  death  of  Lady  Webster. 
The  class  could  not  then  be  ascertained,  for  no  one  would 
have  attained  the  age  when  it  was  to  vest,  and  it  was  not 
to  be  divided  until  some  member  of  the  class  had  attained 

the 

{a)  13  5i/if.  309. 


Webster 

V, 
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the  age  of  twenty-one  years  afler  her  decease,  and  it  is        1858. 
not  by  any  means  clear,  that  this  event  would  take  place 
within  twenty-one  years  after  her  decease,  because  the 
infant  child  or  issue  of  Lady  Webster,  then  alive,  might   Boddikotom. 
have  died  in  their  infancy,  leaving  children  or  remoter 
issue  who  would  not  have   attained   twenty-one,   and 
therefore  would  not  have  attained  vested  interests  until 
more  than  twenty-one  years  after  the  death  of  Lady 
Webster.     It  is  manifest  in  this  case,  as  I  observed  with 
reference  to  the  case  of  Chreenwood  v.  Roberts,  that  the 
validity  of  the  testamentary  disposition  cannot  depend 
on  the  fact  whether  the  grandchildren  who  were  alive 
at  the  date  of  the  will  survived  Lady  Webster  or  not. 
It  would  be  contrary  to  every  principle  to  allow  sub- 
sequent events  which  have  occurred  to  determine  the 
validity  of  a  devise  or  bequest.      It  is  obvious  that  it 
must  be  good  or  bad  in  its  inception,  and  as  soon  as 
the  will  takes  effect,  viz.,  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  it 
takes  effect  and  is  a  good  disposition  or  not,  either  in 
whole  or  in  part;   but  the  number  of  the  class  to  be 
ascertained,  as  they  may  die  leaving  children  or  remoter 
issue,  could  not  be  ascertained  until  after  the  death  of 
Lady  Webster,  nor  until  it  had  been  ascertained  that 
some  of  the  issue  of  the  class  had  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  upon  the  best  consideration 
that  I  can  give  to  this  will,  that  the  existing  grandsons 
formed  only  a  portion  of  a  class,  which  was  not  to  be 
ascertained  until  a  period  which,  by  possibility,  might 
exceed  the  life  of  Lady  Webster  and  twenty-one  years 
after  her  decease,  and,  therefore,  I  think,  that  the  gifl 
to  them  is  too  remote. 
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1858. 


CHRISTY  V.  COURTENAY. 

Feb.  8. 

Voluntary  gift  rilHIS  case  is  reported  ante  (a),  on  which  occasion 

by  a  father  to  \jorA  Lanffdale  directed  a  reference,  in  order  to 

his  tons,  in  ascertain  whether  the  testator  was  solvent  «t  the  time 

1835  and 

184l,seta8ide,  he  made  the  voluntary  settlements  on  his  sons  in  1835 

it  being  ascer-   ^nd  1841. 

tamed,  on  a 

reference,  that 

at  those  pe-  Part  of  the  testator's  estate,  consisting  of  chambers 

tlor's  debu  ex-  ^^  ^^e  Temple,  held  for  lives.  These  were  in  1836 
ceeded  his        mortgaged  to  Messrs.  Milne  for  8,000/. 

asseis. 

duce  of  the  By  the  decree,  the  chambers  were  ordered  to  be  sold, 

Mde,  under  the  jy^g  f^Q^  ^j^g  mortgages,  in  case  the  mortgagees  con- 
holds  for  lives  sented,  and  the  surplus  of  the  produce,  after  paying  the 
^e  toitotor  ^  niortgagees,  was  ordered  to  be  paid  into  Court,  and 
held  le^  and  "  that  the  question  whether  such  proceeds  of  sale  con- 
foaeu.         '    stitute  legal  or  equitable  assets  be  reserved." 

The  chambers  were  accordingly  sold,  and  the  mort- 
gagees having  been  fully  paid,  the  surplus  produce  was 
paid  into  Court,  and  carried  to  a  separate  account,  in- 
tituled "The  proceeds  of  disputed  Chambers'  Account." 

The  Master  made  his  report,  by  which  he  found,  that 
the  saleable  value  of  the  testator's  property  on  the  Ist 
day  of  ilfay,  1835  (other  than  the  chambers  which  were 
transferred  into  the  joint  names  of  his  sons  Philip 
Warner  Courtenay  and  Francis  Foljambe  Courtenay 
on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1835),  was  54,833/.  19^.  9 J., 
and  the  amount  of  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  tes- 
tator, on  the  same  day,  was  57,505/.  Is.  9J.,  leaving  the 
testator  indebted  in  the  sum  of  2,671/.  2s.  beyond  the 

value 

(a)  13  Beav,  96. 
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value  of  his  property;  and  that  1,848/.  16*.  (part  of  the  1858. 

value  of  the  testator's  estate  on  the   Ut  day  of  May^  r^*^^^^ 

1835)  represented  the  value  of  shares  in  mining  com-  v, 

panies,  which  shares  were  liable  to  fluctuation  and  might  Co"»tenay. 
become  wholly  valueless. 

And  he  found,  that  the  saleable  value  of  the  testator's 
property  on  the  29th  of  January ^  1841  (other  than  the 
chambers  transferred  into  the  names  of  his  sons  Philip 
Warner  Courtenay  and  Francis  Foljambe  Courtenay  on 
the  1st  day  of  May,  1835,  and  29th  of  January,  1841), 
was  54,611/.  13*.  Id.  or  thereabouts,  and  the  amount  of 
the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  testator  on  the  same  day 
was  75,506/.  9*.  lOrf.,  leaving  a  sum  of  20,894/.  IQs.  3d. 
due  from  the  testator  beypnd  the  value  of  his  assets; 
and  that  1,251/.,  part  of  the  value  of  the  testator's 
estate  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1841,  was  the  value 
of  shares  in  mining  companies,  which  shares  were  liable 
to  fluctuation  and  might  become  wholly  valueless. 

And  he  found,  that  the  estimated  value  of  the  cham- 
bers transferred  into  the  names  of  his  sons  Philip 
Warner  Courtenay  and  Francis  Foljambe  Courtenay  on 
the  1st  day  of  May,  1835,  according  to  the  books  of  the 
said  testator  (a),  was  6,941/. 

And  he  further  found,  that  the  estimated  value  of  the 
chambers  transferred  into  the  names  of  Philip  Warner 
Courtenay  and  Francis  Foljambe  Courtenay  on  the 
29th  day  of  January,  1841,  including  the  right  of 
transfer  which  was  then  exercised  in  favor  of  Philip 
Warner  Courtenay  (which  the  testator  valued  at 
],95U/.),  was  6,191/. 

The 

(a)  lo  these  books,  the  testator  rents,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  of 
estimated  the  value  of  chambers  which  he  was  a  Bencher,  at 
held  by  him,  in  1840,  at  nomiual      29,527/. 
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1868.  The  testator's  specialty  debts  were  16,628/.,  and  his 

^'^^^'^•^      simple  contract  debts  18,029/.,  and  the  Master  found, 
Chribty      ^j^^^^  j^y  ^j^g  ^^j^^  j^^^j  ^^^  jgj^  jgy  ^f  March,  1860, 

CouRTBNAT.  Jt  was  ordcrcd,  that  the  question  whether  the  proceeds 
of  sale  which  might  be  carried  to  the  account  entitled 
"  Proceeds  of  disputed  Chambers'  Account,"  constituted 
legal  or  equitable  assets  should  be  reserved. 

The  Master  therefore  found,  that  until  it  had  been 
decided  what  fund,  if  any,  was  to  be  considered  equitable 
assets,  there  was  no  fund  applicable  to  the  payment  of 
the  simple  contract  creditors  of  the  testator. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 

Mr.  Greene,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  now  contended  that 
the  surplus  produce  of  the  sales  formed  equitable  assets, 
and  was  divisible  pari  passu  amongst  the  specialty  and 
simple  contract  creditors. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  contra. 

Rakestraw  v.  Brevoer  (a) ;  Cunningham  v.  Wegy  (i) ; 
Price  V.  North  {c);  Silk  v.  Prime  (d),  were  cited  ;  and 
see  Cook  v.  Gregson  {e) :  Shee  y,  French  (/). 

The  Mabter  of  the  Rolls  declared,  that  the  transfers 
made  by  Mr.  Courtenay  to  his  sons,  in  1836  and  1841, 
were  void  under  the  Statute.  He  held  that  the  surplus 
produce  of  the  chambers  formed  part  of  the  legal  assets 
of  the  testator,  and  directed  the  Plaintiffs'  costs  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  funds,  and  the  residue  to  be  apportioned 
amongst  the  specialty  creditors. 

(a)  2  p.  Wmt.  511.  {d)  \  Bro.  C.  C.  138. 

(6)  2  Hro,  C.  C.  241.  (e)  3  Drew,  547. 

(c)  1  FhU.  S5.  (/•)  Ibid.  716. 


NoTE.--Rfg.  Lib.  1857,  A.foL  741. 
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1868. 


I 


MUIR  v.  JOLLY.  j^^^^ 

N  181 1|  on  the  marriage  of  Joseph  8.  Muir  and  his  A  trustee 
wife,  two  legacies  of  lOOZ.  and  200/.,  a  sum  of  60/.  estate^on  be- 
due  from  Jackson,  and  150/.  due  on  the  promissory  note  half  of  the 

^  ^   ,  .        ,         ^     t  ,   T^  ,  ^^*^'    The 

of  Dale,  were  assigned  to  Jackson  and  Dale  upon  trust  vendor  exe- 

for  Mrs.  Muir  for  life,  and  afterwards  for  the  children  ^"^^^  *  *;^°- 

'  ^  ^  veyance  to  the 

of  the  marriage.    The  trustees  were  authorized  to  invest  trustee,  which 
all  or  any  part  of  the  trust  funds  in  freeholds.  [^^^'^  and^hat 

the  trustee 

There  were  five  children  of  the  marriage.     In  1843,  trust  monies 

Dale  entered  into  negotiations  with  Jolly  for  the  pur-  ""fficient  to 

°  .  pay  ^he  pur- 

chase of  a  freehold  house  and  garden,  and  by  an  inden-  chase  money, 

tore  dated  in  1843,  made  by  Jolly  and  others  of  the  one  ^^^^\  ""^^^ 
party  and  Dale  (described  as  the  only  acting  trustee  of  ceipt  for  the 
the  settlement)  of  the  other,  after  reciting  the  marriage  ^ha^irmoney. 
settlement,  and  that  Dale  had,  at  the  request  of  Muir  '"  fac^  onJy 
and  wife,  contracted  with  Jolly  for  the  purchase  of  the  and  the  trustee 

property  for  370/.,  and  that  Dale,  for  the  purpose  of  ^^V^  ^»*  ^^^ 
,  ,  .     ***"  *  memo- 

enabling  him  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  had  called  in  randum  of  de- 

and  obtained  payment  of  a  sufficient  part  of  the  trust  J^ciency  the 
monies  which  were  vested  in  him  upon  the  trusts  of  the  latter  reciting 
said  settlement,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  •consideration  ^^^  ^^d  \^^^ 
of  370/.  in  full  for  the  said  purchase  money  to  Jolly,  the  trustee  that 

.  .  *">"  to  enable 

paid  by  Dale,  by  and  out  of  the  said  trust  monies  gotten  him  to  com- 
in  and  received  by  him  as  the  acting  trustee  (the  receipt  R  ^^A  ^'^'^'. 
whereof  Jolly  thereby  acknowledged),  the  property  was  dor  had  no 
conveyed  to  Dale,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  title-deeds  in 
of  the  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  6th  day  of  De-  his  possession 

,        .  Q , .  for  the  unpaid 

cemt^er,  18  J 1.  purchase 


money. 


A  receipt  for  the  370/.  was  indorsed  on  the  convey- 
ance, and  signed  by  Jolly  the  vendor,  but,  in  fact,  200/. 
only  were  paid  to  Jolly,  and  the  170/.  had  never  been 

paid. 


MuiR 
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1868.  paid.  Dale,  however,  executed  a  bond,  dated  the  22nd 
day  of  i4pn7,  1843,  for  securing  to  Jolly  the  payment  of 
the  sum  of  170/.  and  interest  on  the  22nd  day  of  October 

Jolly.  then  next.  He  also  signed  a  memorandum  of  the  same 
date,  which  was  to  the  following  effect:— -It  recited  that 
Jolly  had  that  day  advanced  and  lent  to  Dale  170/,  in 
order  to  enable  him,  as  a  trustee  under  the  marriage 
settlement  of  Muir  and  wife,  to  complete  the  purchase 
of  a  certain  freehold,  &c.  purchased  by  Dale  as  such 
trustee  as  aforesaid ;  and  that,  as  a  further  considera- 
tion and  inducement  to  Jolly  for  making  the  loan. 
Dale  had,  on  that  day,  delivered  unto  and  deposited 
with  Jolly  the  title-deeds  and  writings  of  the  property. 
It  then  witnessed  and  Dale  thereby  declared,  that  the 
deeds  had  been  deposited  by  him  with  Jolly  as  a  pledge 
for  better  securing  to  him  the  payment  of  170/.  and 
interest.  And  Dale  agreed  to  execute  all  deeds  neces- 
sary for  conveying  the  property  to  Jolly,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  for  securing  the  170/.  and  interest. 

Jolly  retained  possession  of  the  purchase  and  title- 
deeds,  and  afler  his  death,  this  suit  was  instituted 
against  his  representatives  by  a  child  of  the  marriage, 
insisting  that  Jolly  was  not  an  equitable  mortgagee  of 
the  property,  inasmuch  as  Dale  had  no  right  or  power 
to  make  such  deposit  or  to  sign  or  execute  such  memo- 
randum, and  that  the  same  were  null  and  void  as 
against  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  parties  beneficially 
interested  in  the  property.  The  bill  prayed  a  declaration 
that  the  representatives  of  Jolly  were  not  entitled  to 
any  mortgage  or  lien  upon  the  premises  or  the  title- 
deeds,  and  that  they  might  be  delivered  up.  It  alleged 
that  Jolly  well  knew  that  the  premises  were  purchased 
with  trust  money,  and  it  was  his  duty,  therefore,  to  have 
required  the  immediate  payment  thereof  by  Dale,  who 
had  then  in  his  hands  trust  monies  amply  sufficient  for 

the 
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the  purpose;  and  that  if  Jolly  permitted  any  part  of  the        1858. 
purchase  money  to  remain  unpaid,  he  did  so  by  arrange- 
ment between  himself  and  Dale,  and  for  the  conve- 
nience of  one  or  both  of  them. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  declined  to  give  up 
the  deeds,  except  on  payment  of  the  170/.  unpaid  pur-' 
chase  money  and  interest. 

Mr.  B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Sheffield  for  the  Plaintiff, 
relied  on  White  v.  Wakefield  {a). 

Mr.  Oiffard  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Seltoyn  and  Mr.  Foster,  contrcl,  argued,  that  it 
being  clearly  proved  that  the  whole  of  the  purchase 
money  had  not  been  paid,  the  vendor,  on  the  established 
principles  of  this  Court,  retained  a  lien  for  it,  which  he 
bad  not  waived  by  the  securities  on  the  estate.  As  to 
the  incompetency  of  the  vendor  to  contradict  the  recitals 
of  payment  of  the  trust  funds,  they  said  it  was  the  or- 
dinary case,  for,  in  all  instances  of  lien  for  unpaid 
purchase  money,  the  vendor  had  been  permitted  to 
contradict  the  recitals  of  payment  and  the  receipt  for 
the  purchase  money ;  Suff.  Vend.  {h).  They  argued, 
that  it  was  contrary  to  the  plainest  principles  of  equity 
to  allow  purchasers,  whether  trustees  or  cestuis  que 
trust,  to  obtain  an  estate  wuhout  fully  paying  the  con- 
sideration for  it. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolla. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 
decree.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  sum  of  170/. 
is  unpaid   purchase  money  or  a  loan.     If  it  be  the 

former, 

(a)  7  Sim.  401.  (6)  Page  552. 

VOL.  XXYI.  L 
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1858. 


MuiR 

V. 

Jolly. 


former,  the  vendor  undoubtedly  is  entitled  to  a  lien  for 
ity  but  if  the  vendor  made  a  loan  to  the  trustee,  to  enable 
him  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  took  a  mortgage 
of  the  trust  estate,  then  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is 
entitled  only  to  such  lien  as  the  person  who  created  it 
had  the  power  of  giving.  Mr.  Selwyn  suggested  the  case 
of  an  ordinary  purchaser,  but  in  that  case  the  question 
could  not  arise,  because,  whether  the  vendor  had  his 
ordinary  lien  or  a  mortgage,  the  charge  on  the  estate 
would  be  the  same.  If  Jolly,  the  vendor,  lent  this 
money  to  Dale  to  enable  him  to  complete,  it  would  be 
impossible  that  Jolly  could  say  he  had  any  charge  or 
interest  on  the  estate  except  such  as  Dale  could  give 
him. 


The  real  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  this  sum 
of  170Z.  is  unpaid  purchase  money  or  a  loan  ?  Does  it 
lie  in  the  mouth  of  Jolly  to  say  that  it  is  unpaid  pur- 
chase money?  The  purchase  deed  recites  that  Dale 
had  ''called  in  and  obtained  payment  of  a  sufficient 
part  of  the  trust  money ;"  Jolly  therefore  knew  that  it 
was  impossible  for  Dale  to  contradict  that  assertion. 
What  does  Jolly  do?  First,  he  takes  a  bond  for  the 
payment  of  the  170Z.  That,  however,  is  not  the  material 
part  of  the  transaction,  there  is  this,  which  is  infinitely 
more  important,  I  mean  the  memorandum  which  clearly 
explains  under  what  circun^stances  the  title  deeds  re- 
main in  the  possession  of  Jolly,  It  is  in  these  words : 
"Whereas,  &c.  (a)."  That  is  the  document  which 
Jolly  requires  as  a  security  for  the  170/.  The  recital  is 
not  that  Jolly  as  vendor  had  not  received  the  whole 
purchase  money,  but  that  he  had  advanced  the  170/.  to 
DaU  to  enable  him  to  complete  the  purchase  on  behalf 
of  the  trust.  How  is  it  possible,  after  this,  for  Jolly  to 
say  that  this  is  a  case  of  unpaid  purchase  money  ?  it 

is 

(a)  See  antey  p.  144. 


MuiR 

V, 
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is  inconsistent  with  the  written  documents  and  the  1858. 
charafcter  of  the  transaction.  The  document  admits  the 
lieceipt  of  the  whole  purchase  money^  this  by  itself  1 
should  regard  as  nothing,  but,  coupling  it  with  the  other  Jollt. 
declarations,  I  think  it  impossible  to  treat  this  as  an 
ordinary  case  of  a  purchase  by  one  on  his  own  account. 
The  facts  take  it  out  of  the  ordinary  rule  and  raise  this 
question : — whether  Jolly  is  entitled,  not  as  against 
Dale  (for  as  against  him  he  is  entitled  to  every  security 
he  could  give),  but  as  against  the  cestuis  que  trust,  to 
retain  the  title  deeds.  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is  not, 
and  there  must  be  a  decree  to  deliver  up  the  deeds  to 
the  new  trustees  of  the  settlement,  with  costs  up  to  and 
including  the  hearing. 


THRUPP  V.  COLLETT.   (No.  2.) 

July  26. 

rpHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  February,  1849,  Under  a  be- 
■^      after  giving  a  legacy  of  5001.  to  James  King,  if  Sltator's 
in  his  service  at  his  decease,  gave  to  his  executors,  to  "  •ervanu  in 
be  equally  divided  between  all  the  other  servants  in  his  the  time  of 
service  at  the  titne  of  his  decease,  the  sum  of  \,000L       }\"  ^^^/'u 

'  '  the  Court  hfld, 

that  two  out- 
There  were  eiffht  servants   who  were  boarded  and  door  tervanti, 

"      .  ,  continuously 

lodged  on  the  premises  occupied  by  the  testator,  and  employed  at 

they  claimed  the  legacy.  Besides  these,  William  Coles,  ^^re  enti^? 
the  gardener,  William  Clarke,  the  under-gardener,  and  but  that  a  boy, 
Joseph  Wearn,  an  errand  boy,  as  servants  of  the  testator,  f^^j^onths  i 


m 


m  his  service  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  claimed  to  be  the  year, 

.  ,    _  1.1,1  whilit  the  tei- 

entitlecli  together  with  the  other  servants,  to  participate  tator  was  at 
in  the  legacy  of  1,000/.  his  country 

^o     J  '  residence,  at 

The  weekly  wages, 
to  carry  letters 
to  the  post,  tad  who  was  lo  employed  at  the  testator's  death,  was  not  entitled. 

l2 


Thrupp 

V, 
IsLl 

(No.  2.) 
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1868.  The  evidence,  so  far  as  relates  to  these  three  claimants, 

was  as  follows: — William  Coles  and  William  Clarke 
were  in  the  service  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  bis 
^n""'  decease  and  for  a  period  of  about  twelve  months  pre- 
viously at  weekly  wages,  living  off  the  premises.  They 
were  employed  during  the  whole  of  each  working  day 
in  the  week,  and  William  Coles  generally,  and  William 
Clarke  occasionally,  attended  on  a  part  of  each  Sunday 
to  feed  the  cattle,  and  they  had  no  other  employment 
from  any  other  person. 

Joseph  Weam,  aged  fourteen  or  thereabouts,  was  the 
son  of  a  day  labourer  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  was 
employed  by  the  testator,  while  at  Arnewood  (his  country 
residence),  in  the  month  of  June,  1855,  to  carry  letters 
and  papers  to  and  from  the  post  office  while  the  testator 
was  resident  at  Arnewood,  and  received  5^.  9d.  per  week 
during  such  service.  Joseph  Wearn  was  so  employed 
from  June  io  November  in  the  year  1855,  and  from  June, 
1856,  until  the  death  of  the  testator  (28th  November, 
1856),  but  when  the  testator  was  absent  from  Arnewood, 
Joseph  Wearn  was  not  employed  by  him. 

Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  Coles  and  Clarke,  referred  to  and 
commented  on  the  cases  of  Chilcot  v.  Bromley  {a), 
where  a  coachman,  provided  by  a  job-master,  was  held 
by  Sir  W,  Grant  not  to  be  a  servant  living  with  him  at 
his  death;  Bulling  v.  Ellice{b),  in  which  a  farm  bailiff 
had  been  held  to  be  a  "servant;"  Ogle  v.  Morgan (c), 
where  the  head  gardener,  living  in  one  of  the  testator's 
cottages,  and  was  not  dieted  by  the  testator,  was  held  not 
to  be  a  "  servant  in  my  domestic  establishment,"  and 
Blackwell  v.  Pennant  (d),  where  a  bequest  to  ''  servants 
living  with  me,"  was  held  not  to  exclude  servants  living 

in 

(a)  12  Ve$.  114.  (c)  1  De  Ges,  M.  ^  G.  369. 

(b)  9  Jur.  936.  (d)  9  Hare,  551. 


Mr.  Swanston,  jun.,  for  the  boy  Wearn,  argued,  that 
he  was  a  servant,  and  had  lost  his  situation  by  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  make  some  compensation  to  persons  in  his 
employ,  who,  by  his  death,  would  lose  their  occu- 
pation. 

Mr.  Shapter  argued,  that  the  tliree  claimants  who 
bad  but  weekly  salaries,  and  resided  off  the  property, 
were  not  entitled  to  participate  in  the  1,000/.  He  re- 
ferred to  Jones  ▼.  Henley  (c),  where  a  testator  be- 
queathed **  100/.  apiece  to  all  his  servants,"  the  Court 
declared,  that  such  only  as  were  menial  servants,  and 
lived  along  in  the  house  with  the  testator.  He  also 
referred  to  Booth  v.  Dean  {d),  where  the  bequest  was  "  to 
each  of  my  servants  one  year's  wages  over  and  above 
what  may  be  due  to  them  at  the  time  of  my  decease," 
Sir  John  Leach  held,  that  a  person  working  under  the 
testator's  gardener,  at  weekly  wages,  and  a  cowboy,  who 
bad  served  the  testator  for  some  time  at  weekly  wages, 
but  neither  of  whom  resided  with  or  formed  part  of  the 
testator^s  family,  were  not  entitled  under  the  bequest, 
be  being  of  opinion,  that  the  testator  meant  only 
family  servants  usually  hired  by  the  year. 

Mr. 

(a)  4  Uagg.  Ecc.  Rep,  107.  (f)  2  Pep.  in  Ch.  361. 

(6)  2  Vem,  646.  (d)  1  %/.  ^  K.  560. 


Thrupp 
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in  a  different  house;  Howard  v.   Wilson  (a);  Towns-        1858. 

hend  v.  Windham  (fc),  in  which  case  the  bequest  was, 

unto  ''  such  of  my  servants  as  shall  be  living  with  me  at 

the  time  of  njy  death."     The  Lord  Keeper  said  "the      Collett. 

steward  of  courts,  and  such  who  are  not  obliged  to  spend 

their  whole  time  with  their  master,  but  may  also  serve 

any  other  roaster,  are  not  servants  within  the  intention 

of  the  will,  but  I  will  not  narrow  it  to  such  servants  only 

that  lived  in  the  testator's  house,  or  had  diet  from  him." 


Thrupp 

V. 
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1858.  ^i*«  B^ffot^y*  ^^  the  same  interest,  argued,  that  one 

test  of   the  claimants   coming  within   the   class  was, 

whether  they  would  be  entitled,  as  servants,  to  moum- 

CoLLETT.      ing,  which  he  considered  they  clearly  would  not. 
(No.  2.) 

ne  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  on  authority  and  on  the  terms  of  the 
will,  both  the  gardener  and  under-gardener  were  ser- 
vants of  the  testator  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  The 
case  of  Townsend  v.  Windham  (a)  determines  that  mere 
residence  is  not  a  fact  on  which  the  Court  ought  to 
proceed  in  determining  the  question,  whether  a  person 
was  a  servant  within  the  words  **  living  with  me  i^t  the 
time  of  my  death."  This  case  is  much  stronger,  the 
residence  of  these  men  might  be  equally  convenient  and 
quite  as  close  as  if  their  cottages  belonged  to  the  tes- 
tator. As  to  the  weekly  wages,  I  believe  that  to  be  a 
very  common  mode  of  payment  in  such  cases.  The 
gardener  was  more  than  a  year  in  the  testator's  service, 
and  during  that  term,  he  was  continuously  employed  by 
him  in  discharge  of  his  duties,  and  his  piaster  would  be 
liable  to  pay  the  tax  for  him  as  a  gardener. 

The  same  observations  apply  to  the  under-gardener, 
and  I  think  it  impossible  to  say  that  they  were  not 
servants  in  the  service  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his 
decease. 

As  to  the  boy,  all  the  arguments  which  have  been 
used  in  his  favor  would  apply  to  a  day-labourer  and 
more  strongly,  for  a  day-labourer  might  be  continu- 
ously and  exclusively  employed.  The  boy  was  only 
employed  during  six  months  in  the  year,  and  neither 

continuously 

(a)  2  Vem.  546. 
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contiDuoQsIy  nor  exclusively ;  for  be  was  at  liberty  to  1868. 

work  for  any  one  else,  and  tbe  testator  could  not  bave  )^^^ 

Thrupp 

treated  him  as  his  own  servant.      A  charwoman,  who  v. 

came  once  a  week  to  a  family,  might  be  held  to  be  a  ^m^^^T* 
servant  of  a  testator  with  as  much  reason  as  the  boy. 


Re  ATKINSON  and  PILGRIM. 

April  16. 

fT^HIS  was  a  very  long  special  petition  for  taxation  A  client  pre- 
-■■     of  some  bills  of  cosU.  dd^titfJT 

for  the  tazatfon 

The  Petitioners,  the  executors  of  a  testator,  continued  licitor's  bill, 
to  employ  the  Respondents,  the  testator's  solicitors,  in  complaining 
the  management  of  his  estate  and  affairs.     The  solicitors  licitor  had 
entered  into  a  series  of  legal. proceedings  against  the  J^/dbST 
Southampton  and  Dorchester   Railway   Company,  re-  and  praying 
specting  the  building  of  a  small  station  near  the  tes-  of  them  might 

tator's    property.      These   were   characterized    by  the  ^.  ''^ofly  aii- 

,  .  allowed  on 

Petitioners  as  being  of  a  reckless  and  imprudent  cba-  taxation. 

racter,  and  consisted  of  a  suit  in  Chancery,  and  five  ^/P®*^^*^  ^Ti j 
'  ^  - '  tition  was  held 

successive  actions.  to  be  un- 

necessary, and 
the  Petitioner 

The  result  in  respect  of  costs  was  as  follows  : —  ^"  ordered  to 

pay  the  costs 

The  costs  of  the  proceedings  against  the  railway  of  it 
company,  as  appeared  by  the  bills  of  costs,  amounted  to 
1,419/.  45.  9ef.,  and  in  respect  of  which,  30/.  only  was 
recovered  from  the  company  for  damages,  and 
628/.  A$.  6d>  for  costs,  leaving  a  balance  in  respect  of 
costs  of  the  proceedings  of  791/.  Os,  SJ.,  which  sum  was 
now  claimed  against  the  executors. 

The  petition  alleged,  that  neither  the  Petitioners,  nor 
any  one  interested,  were  ever  advised  by  the  solicitors^ 

that 
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1858.  that  they  would  incur,  or  suspected,  in  the  slightest 
degree,  that  they  were  incurring  or  could  incur,  any 
responsibilities  or  risk  in  respect  of  any  proceedings 
against  the  railway  company.  That  if  it  had  ever 
once  been  suggested  by  the  solicitors,  that  there  was 
any  risk,  or  that  expenses  amounting  to  anything  like 
700/.  were  likely  to  be  incurred,  the  said  proceedings 
would  not  have  been  taken.  That  in  instituting  and 
carrying  on  the  proceedings,  the  solicitors  were  wanting 
in  their  duty  towards  the  Petitioners,  as  executors,  and 
ought  at  least  to  have  pointed  out  the  risk  attending 
them,  and  the  probable  amount  of  costs  that  would  be 
incurred,  and  who  would  be  liable  in  respect  thereof. 

The  petition  alleged,  that  no  advantage  could  possibly 
have  resulted  to  the  said  estate  from  the  actions,  and 
that  the  Petitioners  were  advised,  that  the  extent  of  the 
said  litigation  was  and  is  in  no  way  warrantable,  and 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  costs  of  the  actions 
ought  to  be  wholly  disallowed. 

The  petition  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared,  that 
no  sum  whatever  ought  to  be  allowed,  by  way  of  costs,  in 
respect  of  the  actions,  and  that  such  parts  of  the  bills  of 
costs  as  might  not  be  wholly  disallowed  might  be  taxed, 
with  such  special  directions  as  might  be  fitting  and  all 
usual  directions. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Selwt/n,  in  support  of  the 
petition,  argued,  that  a  special  order  was  necessary,  as 
upon  an  order  of  course,  the  Applicant  must  admit  his 
liability  on  some  part  of  the  bills. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  C.  Barber,  contri,  did  not  resist 
the  common  order  for  a  taxation,  but  contended  that  a 
special  petition  was  unnecessary,  as  the  taxing  master 

would 
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woold  take  the  matters  complained  of  into   his  con- 
sideration. 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  taxing  master  can  go  into 
these  matters.  That  was  the  statement  made  by  Mr. 
FoUett,  the  taxing  master,  in  Re  Clarke  {a),  and  it  was 
concurred  in  by  the  Lords  Justices.  Lord  LangdaU 
was  also  of  opinion  that  the  taxing  master  had  full 
authority  to  go  into  these  questions.  The  Petitioners 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition. 

(a)  1  Dt  G.,  M.  4  G.  p.  46. 


1858. 


in 


In  re  THE  NATIONAL  LIVE  STOCK 
INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

May  24. 

THIS  was  a  petition  presented  by  three  shareholders  A  company 
/.       .1       %•       1    ..  J      •    1-  r  At.*  established ii 

for  the  dissolution  and  winding-up  of  this  com-  1353  j,^^ 

ni^ny^  since  carried 

on  its  business 

The  company  was  established  and  registered  in  1853,  every  year, 
and  a  deed  of  settlement  prepared  and  executed  in  the  amounting  in 

the  whole  to 

usual  way.    The  capital  was  to  be  250,000/.,  in  100,000  6,507/.  There 
shares  of  2Z.  10*.  each.     The  preliminary  expenses  were  ^"^  '"^k 
6,082/.,  and  although  about  70,000  shares  had  been  manage- 
subscribed  for,  the  calls,  amounting  to  10«.  a  share,  had  directors\ad 
been  paid  on  31,171  only.    The  chairman  and  the  five  not  paid  for 

shares  sub- 

directors  had  themselves  signed  the  deed  for  14,000  scribed  for  by 
shares,  of  which  they  had  cancelled  1 1,000,  together  f^^^^"^] 
with  many  others,  amounting  to  about  24,000/.  On  outofcaniud, 
the  whole,  17,085/.  only  had  been  paid  up  for  deposits,   f^^^*  J  Se 

bankers  had 
rpi      been  reduced 
A  "C  to  300/. ;  on 
the  other 
handy  the  calls  on  the  shares  had  hitherto  been  one-fifth  only :  Held^  by  the  Master  (^ 
the  RaUs  and  the  Lordi  Jtatket  (on  appeal),  that  there  was  no  case  for  winding  it  op. 
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The  compaDy  carried  on  their  business  for  some  time, 
but  the  shareholders  becoming  dissatisGed^  a  committee 
of  investigation  was  appointed,  who  employed  an  Actuary 
to  investigate  their  affairs.  He  made  his  report^  by 
which  it  appeared  that  the  company  had  been  con- 
ducting their  business  at  a  loss.  That  although  the 
annual  receipts  in  the  years  1854,  1855,  1856  and  1867 
had  been  8,228/.,  13,048/.,  13,619/.,  and  17,696/.,  still, 
after  deducting  the  expenses,  there  had  been  a  loss  in 
every  year,  and,  notwithstanding  this,  dividends  were 
paid  on  the  shares,  but  out  of  the  capital.  The  fol- 
lowing is  the  summary  of  losses  : — 

£      s.    d. 
Loss  in  1854 340    5  10 

„      1855 1,103    5     1 

„      1856 4,485  13    2 

„      1857 178    0    2 

£6,607    4    3 


The    amount    subscribed    had   been  employed  as 
follows : — 

£        s.  d. 

To  amount  received  on  34,171  shares     •     .  17,085  10  0 

By  preliminary  expenses    £5fl^%  18     6 

Less  written  off  4  years  .        2,033     3     4 

3,049  15  2 

Losses  on  business  •••.••••  6,507     4  9 

Dividends  paid 1,473     8  3 

Balance 6,055    2  4 


£17,085  10    0 


There  were  liabilities  of  the  company  amounting  to 
1,000/.,  and  outstanding  policies  exceeding  500,000/.,  to 
be  provided  against,  and  at  the  same  time,  the  com- 

pwy'a 
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pany*8  balance  at  the  bankers  bad  been  reduced   to 
300/. 

The  Actuary  recommended,  that  all  parties  who  had 
signed  the  deed  of  settlement  should  be  required  to  pay 
the  deposit  on  the  shares  they  had  subscribed  for, 
whichy  he  said,  would  provide  sufficient  capital  to  carry 
on  the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  afford  the  only 
chance  of  preventing  a  stoppage  for  want  of  funds. 
He  recommended  that  no  further  dividends  should  be 
paid  except  out  of  the  profits,  and  that  the  expenses 
of  management  should  be  reduced. 

At  the  adjourned  meeting  of  shareholders,  held  on 
the  19tti  of  March,  1858,  the  report  was  received  and 
fidopted,  and  it  was  resolved,  that  the  directors  should 
convene  an  extraordinary  meeting  to  consider  as  to  pro- 
priety of  winding-up  the  company.  The  directors  im- 
mediately afterwards  made  a  call  of  5«.  per  share,  pay- 
Itble  on  the^  28th  of  Aprils  and  convened  a  special 
meeting  for  the  14th  of  May^  sixteen  days  after  the  call 
would  be  payable,  so  as  to  exclude  all  shareholders  who 
had  not  paid  up  this  call. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Roxburgh^  in  support  of  the 
petition.  It  will  be  for  the  interest  of  all  the  share- 
holders that  this  company  should  be  wound  up;  it  is 
useless  to  continue  to  carry  on  a  business  by  which  a 
loss  is  annually  incurred.  The  expenditure  exceeds  the 
receipts,  and  all  the  subscribed  capital  has  been  sunk, 
80  that  the  company  is,  in  truth,  insolvent. 


1868. 

Jn  re 

Tbs 

National 

LivK  Stock 

Iniueamos 

CoifFAllT. 


The  conduct  of  the  managing  body  shews  that  it  is 
necessary  for  the  Court  to  interfere ;  the  directors,  who 
have  signed  the  deed  for  14,000  shares,  have  only  paid 
deposits  on  500  each,  and  they  have  attempted   to 

cancel 
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In  re 

The 

National 

Lite  Stock 

Insueamcb 

Company. 


cancel  the  rest  of  their  shares^  together  with  others, 
amounting  to  24,000.  They  are  liable  for  all  the  shares 
they  have  subscribed  for ;  Williams  v.  Page  (a).  The  ma- 
nagement is  not  bona  fide ;  flourishing  and  unwarranted 
statements  have  been  made  as  to  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany, and  dividends  have  been  paid  out  of  capital. 
They  cited  Ayre^s  Ca8e(b)\  Ex  parte  Spackman(c); 
and  see  11  ^  12  Vict  c.  45,  s,  5,  cl,  8. 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  for  the  company, 
after  observing  that  the  course  taken  by  the  directors 
was  that  recommended  by  the  Actuary,  were  stopped 
by  the  Court. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
grounds  alleged  were  not  sufficient  for  ordering  the 
company  to  be  wound  up.  That  the  company  might  be 
entitled  to  call  upon  the  directors  to  pay  on  the  shares 
originally  subscribed  for  by  them,  and  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  the  calls,  which,  he  observed,  would  make 
a  great  difference  in  the  amount  of  the  funds  of  the 
company. 


He  thought  that  this  was  not  a  case  for  winding-up, 
and  dismissed  the  petition  with  costs. 


(a)  24  Beac,  654. 
(6)  25  Beav.  513. 


(c)  1  Mac.  4  G.  170;  1  HaU 
Sf  TvfelU,  229. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Jutticet,  22  June,  1859. 
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HUSKISSON  V.  LEFEVRE. 

Jtifyl6,19,20. 

rpHE  testatrix,  by  her  will  dated  in   1855,  devised  Under  a  trust, 
-■-     her  Eartham  estate  to  trustees  for  twenty-one  f!!!*"!  *^®"*^" 

•'  one  years, 

years  {a\  in  trust  to  accumulate   the   rents  until   the  to  accumulate 

same,  ''together  with   her   residuary  personal   estate,  « should 
thereinafter  directed  to  be  accumulated,  should  amount  amount  to  the 

aggregate  sum 

to  the  aggregate  sum  or  value  of  25,000/.,"  which  sum  or  value  of 
she  directed  them  to  lay  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands  25,000/."  and 

^  '^  then  invest  it 

convenient  to  be  held  with  the  Eartham  estate.     Sub-  in  land,  the 

jcct  thereto,  she  gave  the  Eartham  estate  to  the  Plain-  of  th^  pro^ 

tiff  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  pcrty  heing 
.     ^  .,       ,.  .J  variable,  it  was 

m  tail,  with  reraamder  over.  ^^/^/^  that  the 

trust  for  ac- 
cumulation 
And  the  testatrix  bequeathed  all  such  shares  as  she  ceased  on  the 

might  have,  at  her  decease,  in  the  Sun  Fire  and  Life  {fl^^^^ 
Offices  to  her  trustees,  upon  trust,  with  the  dividends  would  produce 
and  annual  proceeds  thereof,  to  renew  her  leaseholds,      ' 
&c. ;  and,  subject  thereto,  she  declared  her  will  to  be, 
that  the  said  dividends  and  annual  proceeds,  and  the 
said  shares,  should  constitute  part  of  her  residuary  per- 
sonal estate,  but  that  the  said  shares  should  not  be  sold 
until  all  other  her  residuary  personal  estate  thereinafter 
directed  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  lands  should 
be  exhausted,  nor  unless  the  person  for  the  time  being 
entitled  in  possession  to  her  Eartham  estate  (he  being 
of  full  age)  should  in  writing  consent  to  such  sale." 

The  testatrix  gave  all  the  residue  of  her  personal 
estate,  after  payment  of  her  debts,  &c.,  unto  the  same 

trustees, 

(a)  24  fieov.  403. 


HuiKIIION 

V. 
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1858.  trustees,  upon  trust,  ''  with  all  convenient  speed  after 
her  decease,  to  sell,  dispose  of,  call  in  and  convert  the 
same  into  money,  and  stand  and  be  possessed  of  the 
Lefetre.  moneys  to  be  produced  by  such  sale,  disposition,  calling 
in  and  conversion,  upon  trust,  by  such  investment 
thereof  and  the  income  thereof,  as  was  before  declared 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  her  Eartham  estate,  to  permit 
the  same,  for  a  period  not  exceeding  twenty-one  years 
from  her  decease,  to  accumulate,  until,  by  such  means 
and  by  means  of  the  accumulation  of  the  rents  of  her 
liaid  Eartham  estate,  as  aforesaid,  the  full  sum  of 
25,000/.  should  be  accumulated,  and  then  the  same  was, 
as  aforesaid,  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  such 
estates  as  aforesaid. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1856,  possessed  of  110  Ghbe 
shares.  Their  value  was  very  uncertain,  being  seldom 
bought  or  sold  in  the  market.  They  were,  however, 
now  of  the  estimated  value  of  17,630/. 

The  aggregate  of  the  present  estimated  value  of  the 
shares,  together  with  the  accumulated  rents  and  the 
personal  estate  invested  in  Consols,  now  amounted 
altogether  to  22,052/.,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  paid  into 
Court  2,948/.  to  make  up  the  25,000/.,  in  order  that  he 
might  be  let  into  possession  of  the  Eartham  estate,  this 
sum  had  also  been  invested  in  the  funds. 

Several  questions,  under  these  circumstances,  arose, 
which  were  made  the  subject  of  a  special  case. 

The  next  of  kin  contended,  that  the  corpus  of  the 
Sun  shares,  beyond  the  necessary  accumulations  of  the 
'^  dividends  and  annual  proceeds,"  to  make  up  the 
25,000/.,  were  undisposed  of.  Another  question  was, 
whether  the  Sun  shares  could  be  sold  by  the  trustees, 

and 
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and  a  third  at  to  the  time  at  which  the  shares  and  the 
other  funds  were  to  be  valued,  so  as  to  ascertain  whether 
^the  aggregate  sum  or  value*'  of  the  accumulations 
amounted  to  25,000^  Three  periods  were  suggested 
for  that  purpose ;  first,  the  death  of  the  testatrix ; 
secondly,  the  present  time;  and  thirdly,  at  the  time 
when  the  25,000/.  had  been  actually  made  up  by  the 
Plaintiff  (January,  1838). 

The  points  principally  argued  were,  that  after  the 
25,000/.  had  been  made  up,  there  was  an  intestacy  as 
to  the  corpus  of  the  Globe  shares,  a  limited  accumulation 
of  the  dividends  alone  having  been  directed.  That  no 
sale  could  take  place  until  the  25,000/.  had  been  made 
up,  and  that  no  consent  could  be  given  by  the  tenant 
for  life  until  that  period ;  and  that  there  was  no  present 
mode  of  making  up  the  25,000/.  in  consequence  of  the 
constant  change  in  the  value  of  the  securities. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Pemberton  for  the  Plaintiff,  the 
tenant  for  life. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Wright  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  WintU,  for  the  next  of  kin. 
Mr.  Selwyn,  in  reply. 
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HUIKIISON 

V. 

Lbpbvei. 


ITie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  there  is  no  intestacy  here  under  any  circum- 
stances. The  testatrix  declared  that  the  "  dividends 
and  annual  proceeds"  of  the  shares,  and  the  shares, 
should  form  part  of  her  residuary  personal  estate. 
**  She  gave  all  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate  to  be 
sold  and  invested  and  accumulated.  There  is  no  want 
of  disposition  of  the  residuary  personal  estate  which 

may 
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may  exceed  269OOO/. ;  but  the  period  when  25,000/.  has 
been  accumulated  is  fixed  for  the  investment  in  land, 
and  for  letting  the  tenant  for  life  into  possession.  The 
testatrix  did  not  intend  that  there  should  be  an  intes- 
tacy,  but  she  fixed  a  period  when  the  accumulations 
were  to  cease,  namely,  when  they  should  amount  to 
25,000/,  and  therefore  what  was  to  be  invested  was 
the  produce  of  the  general  personal  estate. 


She  gave  **  all  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate''  in 
trust  to  convert  **  the  same*'  (that  is  the  whole  residue) 
and  stand  possessed  of  the  moneys,  upon  trust  to  permit 
''  the  same"  to  accumulate  until  the  full  sum  of  25,000/. 
should  be  accumulated,  and  then  *^  the  same"  (which  is 
not  the  25,000/.  but  the  whole  residue  as  before)  is  to  be 
laid  out. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  trust  for  accumulation 
ceases,  and  for  making  the  investment  arises,  when  the 
whole  funds  and  accumulations  would  produce  the  ag- 
gregate sum  or  value  of  25,000/.,  and,  at  that  period, 
the  Plaintiff  will  become  entitled  to  enter  into  posses- 
sion and  have  the  benefit  of  the  accumulated  fund. 
In  addition  to  that,  my  view  with  respect  to  the  Sun 
shares  is,  that  there  is  not  an  absolute  and  imperative 
trust  on  the  trustees  to  sell  the  shares,  and  invest  the 
produce  in  lands,  but  that  they  can  only  be  sold  with 
the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

I  will  mention  the  case  again  to-morrow. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

July  20.  On  reconsidering  the  matter  I  am  of  opinion,  that 

the  testatrix  meant  the  value  to  be  ascertained  at  the 

time 
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time  when  all  the  accumulations,  if  realized,  woald  pro-        1858. 
duce  a  clear  25,000/.  The  trusts  for  accumulations  were      ^^^s^-^^ 
then  to  cease,  and  those  for  investment  to  arise.    She     Huikimow 
gave  to  her  trustee  a  power  of  conversion  but  directed      Lkfbveb. 
that  it  should  not  extend  to  the  Globe  shares,  unless 
with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  for  the  time 
being,  who  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  have  them  retained  if 
he  thought  fit 


I 


SALTER  V.   BRADSHAW. 
BRADSHAW  v.  SALTER. 

July  }9,20,2l. 

N  1795,  and  prior  to  the  marriage  between  James  The  purchase 
Sedter  and  Elizabeth  Busby,  articles  were  executed,  cannot  itand 
whereby  it   was  covenanted   that  some  real   estate  at  j'*  «q">^y  "«- 

less  the  pur- 

Bethnal  Green  belonging  to   Mrs.  Salter  should   be  chaser  shewa 
seUled  on  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Salter  for  their  lives,  and  aRer-  [{l*  fofi^^^ 
wards, ''  to  be  equally  divided  between  the  issue  of  the  for  it 
intended  marriage  (if  any),  share  and  share  alike,  and  ^  reversion  set 

in  case  there  should  be  no  such  issue,  then  as  therein  ^si^®  &^'    , 

forty  years,  the 

mentioned.  vendor  having 

instituted  pro- 
ceedings for 

The  marriage  took  place  in  1795.  that  purpose 

a  year  after  it 
fell  into  pos- 

In   1796,  a  settlement  was  executed,  whereby  the  session,  and 
property  was  limited  to  the  use  of  James  Salter  for  life,  having  failed 

with  remainder  to  Mrs.  Salter  for  life,  with  remainder  *<>  P™y«  ^^f^ 

he  bad  paid 

to  the  use  of  the  child,  if  only  one,  and  if  more  than  full  value  for 
one,  then  of  all  the  children  of  James  Salter  on  the  ^^ 
body  of  Elizabeth  King  Salter,  his  wife,  lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  if  more 
than  one,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  re- 
mainders between  them  in  tail,  and  on  failure  of  the 
issue  of  all  such  children,  to  the  use  of  the  survivor  of 
VOL.  xxYi.  M  James 
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James  Salter  and   Elizabeth   Kinff,   his  wife,  in   fee 
simple. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  riz., 
the  Plaintiff,  the  Reverend  Heniy  George  Salter y  who 
attained  twenty-one  in  1817.  He  was  then  absolutely 
entitled  in  fee  or  in  tail  to  the  property,  subject  to  the 
life  interest  in  possession  of  his  father  James  Salter 
(who  was  then  aged  fifty-four  years),  and  to  the  life 
interest  in  remainder  of  Elizabeth  King  Salter  (who 
was  then  aged  forty-seven  years)  therein,  and  (as  the 
Defendants  alleged,  but  the  Plaintiff  did  not  admit) 
subject  to  the  contingency  of  there  being  one  or  more 
other  child  or  children  born  of  the  said  marriage  of 
James  Salter  and  Elizabeth  King  Salter,  his  wife. 

In  1818,  the  Plaintiff,  being  in  want  of  money,  sold 
his  reversionary  interest  in  the  property  to  Mr.  Brad" 
shaw  for  1,200/.,  and  conveyed  it  by  indentures  of  the 
2l8t  and  22nd  of  February,  1818,  and  by  a  fine  to  the 
purchaser,  and  he  covenanted  to  suffer  a  recovery  in 
order  to  bar  the  entail. 


The  Plaintiff's  mother  died  in  1839,  and  his  father  in 
1855,  and  the  PlaintifTs  estate  then  fell  into  possession. 
In  May,  1856,  the  Plaintiff  instituted  the  first  suit 
against  the  representatives  of  Bradshaw,  who  was  dead, 
claiming  two  charges  on  the  estate  of  333/.  and  436/., 
which  he  derived  from  his  father  in  1847,  and  also 
seeking  to  set  aside  the  purchase  of  the  reversion  in  1818, 
on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  sale  by  him  of  a  rever- 
sionary interest,  at  an  undervalue,  while  in  difficulties. 

1.  The  bill  prayed,  that  the  indentures  of  the  20th 
and  21st  dtiys  of  February,  1818,  and  the  fine,  might 
be  declared  to  constitute  and  stand  as  a  security  only 

for 
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for  the  amoont  actually  adraDced  by  Bradshaw  to  the 
Plaintiff,  with  interest  thereon. 

2.  Or  if  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  in- 
dentures of  the  20tb  and  21st  days  of  February,  1818, 
and  the  fine,  operated  as  an  effectual  and  absolute 
eoQTeyance,  from  which  the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  be  relieved,  then  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of 
the  two  charges,  and  that  the  said  Defendants  might 
be  decreed  to  pay  the  Plaintiff  what  should  appear  due 
thereon,  and  in  default,  might  be  foreclosed. 

The  representatives  of  Bradshaw  instituted  the  cross 
suit  against  Mr.  Salter,  for  the  performance  of  his 
covenant  to  bar  the  entail,  by  a  disposition  under  the 
Fines  and  Recovery  Act,  and  for  a  conveyance  of  the 
property  to  them. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  by  the  Defendants  as  to 
the  value  of  the  reversion  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  but  it 
b  only  necessary  to  state,  that,  in  the  result,  the  Court 
was  not  satisfied  that  the  full  value  had  been  given. 

Mr.  Selun/n  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Terrell  for  the  Plaintiff, 
Mr.  Salter. 

9 

Mr.  -R.  Palmer,  Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Sheffield,  for 
the  Defendants. 


1858. 


Saltee 

V. 

Bradshaw. 
Bradsbaw 

Saltbk. 


Edwards  v.  Burt  (a) ;  Bowes  v.  Heaps  (b) ;  Headen 
V.  Rasher  (c) ;  Potts  v.  Curtis  (jd  )  were  cited,  as  to  the 
principles  on  which  the  Court  acts  in  setting  aside 
purchases  of  reversions. 

The 


(a)  2  De  G«jr,  M.  Sf  G.  ^b. 

(b)  3  Feff.4-B.  117. 


(r)  M'Clel.  tf  F.  S9. 
(<0   Youmg^f  543. 


m2 
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The  argument  turned  principally  on  the  value  of  the 
reversion  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  on  the  reduction 
on  the  calculated  value,  in  consequence  of  the  doubt 
whether  the  Plaintiff  was,  under  the  articles  and  settle- 
ment tenant  in  tail  or  in  fee,  and  the  chance  of  other 
issue  of  the  Plaintiff's  parents  being  born  who  would 
have  shared  with  him,  and  the  effect  of  lapse  of  time(a). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  his  impression  was, 
that  this  purchase  could  not  stand,  that  there  was  a 
question,  whether  the  Plaintiff  was  tenant  in  fee  or  in 
tail ;  but  still  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Defendants  to 
shew  that  full  value  had  been  given. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

July  21*  After  reading  the  papers  in  this  case,  I  have  come  to 

the  same  conclusion  as  that  which  1  expressed  yesterday. 


Modern  decisions  have  established  this: — that  the  bur- 
den of  establishing  that  a  full  price  has  been  given  for 
a  reversion  lies  upon  the  purchaser,  and,  in  order  to 
maintain  the  validity  of  such  a  transaction,  it  is  essential 
that  he  should  preserve  abundant  evidence  that,  at  the 
time  he  purchased  the  reversion,  it  was  of  the  value,  and 
of  no  greater  value,  than  that  which  he  gave  for  it.  In 
the  present  case,  the  purchaser  has  not  only  preserved 
no  such  evidence,  but  he  has  made  it  impossible  that 
any  such  evidence  should  be  obtained.  It  is  out  of  the 
question  to  suppose  that  the  Court  can  arrive  at  any 

satisfactory 


(a)  See  Gowland  v.  De  Farioy 
17  Vet.  p.  27,  which  was  com- 
promised by  Gowland  giving  to 
De  Faria  a  mortgage  for  5,375/., 


or  about  half  as  much  more  as 
De  Faria  would  have  obtained 
under  the  decree. 
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satisfactory  conclusion  from  speculative  opinions  as  to 
the  probable  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  derived  from  its  value  nine  years  previous  (a),  or 
from  its  value  at  the  present  time.  It  is,  as  I  have 
already  observed,  a  perfectly  bond  fide  case,  but  it  is 
one  in  which  the  purchaser  has  not  thought  fit  to  pre- 
serve any  evidence  of  its  value  when  he  bought  it, 
cor  in  fact  did  he  ascertain,  at  the  time,  what  was  its 
value,  for  that  is  very  clearly  shewn;  and  it  is  this 
circumstance,  now,  when  it  has  fallen  in,  which  has 
made  it  impossible  to  ascertain  what  the  value  was. 


1868. 


Saltkr 

V. 

Bradshaw. 
Bradshaw 

V. 

Salter. 


I  think,  also,  the  time  cannot  be  reckoned  as  a  bar 
to  the  Plaintiff's  demand,  although  I  feel  strongly 
disposed  to  give  the  purchaser  every  advantage  that 
can  be  derived  from  the  great  length  of  time  which  has 
elapsed  since  the  transaction  took  place,  namely  forty 
years;  but  the  reversion  did  not  fall  into  possession  until 
three  years  ago,  and  the  bill  was  filed  a  year  after.  If 
it  had  been  shewn  to  me  that  pains  had  been  taken  to 
ascertain  the  value  at  the  time,  that  a  person  had  been 
employed  to  value  it,  but  that,  by  reason  of  death  or 
other  circumstances,  the  evidence  could  not  now  be 
procured,  it  would  have  been  a  matter  of  great  im- 
portance, but  it  is  proved  to  me  that  the  value  was  not 
ascertained,  and  the  result  is,  the  transaction  must  be 
set  aside. 


Declare  the  purchase  ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  that 
the  conveyance  ought  to  stand  as  a  security  for  what 
may  be  found  due  to  the  Defendants. 

Take  an  account  of  the  ],200Z.  and  sums  expended 
for  lasting  repairs  and  interest  at  five  per  cent,  on  the 

1,200/. 

(a)  On  a  partidoD,  in  1818,  the  property  was  valued  at  7,603/. 


106 
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IfiOOL  and  an  account  of  the  rents  received  by  the 
Defendants,  and  direct  a  reconveyance,  on  payment  of 
the  balance. 

No  costs  up  to  and  including  the  hearing. 


NoTB. — The  suits  were  compromised,  upon  payment  to  the  Planntiff 
of  ]  1,000/.  (30th  Jtt/y,  1859).  The  present  rental,  which  had  greatly 
increased,  from  accidental  circumstances,  was  said  to  he  928/.  5i.  a  year. 


^00.4. 

Bequest  to  A, 
and  his  wife 
for  their  lives, 
and,  after  their 
decease,  in 
trust  for  their 
children  '*  then 
living,  or 
their  legal 
persons  repre- 
sentatives, 
share  and 
share  alike." 
A  daughter 
died  in  the 
life  of  the  tes- 
tator, with- 
out leavine 
issue:  Hetd^ 
that  her  next 
of  kin  were 
entitled,  and 
not  her  hus- 
band who  had 
taken  oyt  ad- 
ministration 
to  her. 


KING  t;.  CLEAVELAND.    (No.  2.) 

npHIS  case  is  reported,  and  (a).    The  present  ques* 
tion  arose  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

The  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1841,  bequeathed 
a  sum  of  4,000Z.  Three  and  a  half  per  Cents,  to  trus- 
tees, upon  trusts  which  he  declared  in  the  following 
terms : — ''  Upon  trust  to  stand  possessed  thereof,  and 
to  pay  and  apply  the  interest  and  dividends  thereof  to 
and  for  the  use  and  behoof  of  my  brother  Richard 
Francis  Cleaveland,  and  his  wife  Eliza  Ckaveland,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  for  his  and  her  natural  lives ;  and 
after  the  decease  of  my  said  brother  and  his  said  wife, 
then  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  said  sum  of  4,0002. 
Stock  equally  amongst  my  nephews  and  nieces  (children 
of  my  said  brother  Richard  Francis  Ckaveland  and  his 
said  wife)  then  living j  or  their  legal  personal  representa- 
tiveSf  share  and  share  alike" 


The  testator  died    in    1844,    his  brother   Richard 
Francis  died  in  1849,  and  his  wife  in  1857.    They  had 

seven 

(a)  Pagfi  26. 
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seven  children,  one  of  whom,  Henrietta  married  St.        1858. 

Barbe,  and   died    without    issue   in    1843,  after    the 

date  of  the  will,  but  in  the  life  of  the  testator.     Mr. 

8t*  Barbe  took  out  administration   to   his  wife,  and  CtBAVBLAwo. 

claimed  one-seventh  of  the  fund  as  her  '^  legal  personal 

representative." 


KlMO 
V. 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Hobhouse^  for  Mr.  St,  Barbe, 
argued  that  the  husband,  whom  the  law  designated 
as  the  representative  of  his  wife,  was  ^*  the  legal  per- 
sonal representative"  in  every  sense,  and  that  he  and 
not  her  next  of  kin  were  entitled.  They  cited  Dixon  v. 
Dixon  (a) ;  Crawford* $  Trusts  {b) ;  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs  (c) ; 
Smith  V.  Palmer  {d);  Doody  v.  Higgins{e);  Low  ▼. 
Smith  (J) ;  In  re  Walton  s  Trust  ( g). 

Mr.  E.  Palmer,  Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Teed,  Mr.  Follett, 
Mr.  Osborne  and  Mr.  Martelli  were  not  heard. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  satisfied  that  this  question  is  involved  in  my 
previous  decision.  I  decided^  on  the  former  occasion, 
that  the  words  ''  legal  personal  representative"  meant 
next  of  kin,  and  when  it  is  contended,  that  the  husband 
is  entitled,  it  can  only  be  in  the  character  of  one  of  the 
next  of  kin. 

It  is  important  to  distinguish  between  the  cases  where 
property  is  given  to  the  legal  personal  representatives, 
in  the  ordinary  and  primary  sense  of  the  word,  from 
those  cases  where  it  is  given  to  such  representatives  in 

a  secondary 

(o)  24  Beav,  129.  («)  2  Kay  ^  J,  729. 

(6)  2  Drewry,  238.  (/)  25  L.  /.,  Ch.,  503. 

(c)  16  Bew.  557.  {g)  25  X.  J.,  CA.,  569. 

(d)  7  Hare,  225. 
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1858.        a  secondary  sense^  or  to  the  next  of  kin;  for  where  it  is 

J.  '"^^      given  to  the  person  who  happens  to  prove  the  will  or 

V.  take  out  administration,  the  same  question  arises  as  in 

^"nI!'2o'^*  ^^3  ^'  ^^^^^^^^  («)»  whether  they  take  in  the  cha- 
racter  of  representatives  or  beneficially. 

I  have  already  decided  in  this  case,  that  ''legal  per- 
sonal representative"  means  next  of  kin,  and  I  am 
bound  by  that  decision.  Then  the  question  is,  does  a 
husband  sustain  the  character  of  next  of  kin  of  his  wife. 
I  wanted  to  hear  some  case  cited  in  which  the  words 
"  legal  personal  representatives,"  when  held  to  be  "  next 
of  kin,"  had  ever  been  extended  beyond  next  of  kin 
according  to  the  statute :  if  it  means  next  of  kin  ac- 
cording to  the  statute,  the  husband  is  excluded,  for  it  is 
admitted  that  he  does  not  take  under  the  statute  but 
paramount  to  it;  and  the  Court  has  always  held  that 
next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  does  not  include 
the  husband. 

(a)  17  Beav,  471. 
NoTs. — Affirmed  by  the  full  Court  of  Appeal,  2nd  Jti/y,  1859. 
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A 


CARNOCHAN  v.  THE  NORWICH  AND 
SPALDING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

March  22,  23. 

FARM  bad  been  devised  to  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  A  railway 
Thomas  Edward  Savage,  for  life,  and  after  her  ^od^^JIf''* 
decease  to  her  children  and  their  heirs  equally.     EUza--  tenant  at  will 
heth  Savage  died,  leaving  nine  children,  of  whom  Eliza-  the  lan£,  and 
htth  Johnson,  as  one,  was  entitled  to  one-ninth  of  the  ^\^y  ""f^ 

allowed  to 

property.     Thomcu  Edward  Savage  remained  in  pos-  take  poasea- 
session  of  the  devised  property  as  tenant  at  will.     He  "lete  AeiS' 
had  also  other  adjoining  property  of  his  own.    The  Afterwardt^a 
Defendants'  railway   passed  through  both   properties,  £^J^bae-^ 
and  Mr.  Savage  was  represented,  in  the  book  of  refer-  quently  to  the 
ence,  as  being  the  owner,  or  reputed  owner,  of  both  chased  one- 
these  properties.     In  May,  1856,  the  railway  company  ?'"]|*' JfJ® 
served  notice  upon  Mr.  Savage  that  certain  parts  would  bill,  merely 
be  required  for  the  railway,  and  he  forwarded  his  assent  f,?^"f  "**^ 

thereto.  restrain  the 

railway  com- 
pany from 
On.  the  8th  of  July,  1836,  Elizabeth  Johnson  and  her  entering  upon, 
lit  1   1  •     •       !•    1  1      continuing  in 

husband  mortgaged  her  ninth  of  the  property  to  the  possession  of, 

Plaintiff  to  seciire  200/.  or  ojerwise 

mterfenng 

with  the  hnd* 

In  March,  1856,  the  company  were  allowed  to  take  dismiwed'with 
possession  of  the  property  required  for  the  construction  costs, 
of  the  railway,  including  about  half  an  acre  of  the  de- 
vised property.    They  fenced  it  off,  and  in  July,  1856, 
had  completed  the  railway,  except  as  to   laying  the 
rails. 

In  January,  1857,  the  Plaintiff  purchased  from  Mr. 
and  VIts.  J^ohnson  their  equity  of  redemption  in  their 

one-ninth 
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1858.        one-ninth  of  the  property.    He  then  commenced  a  cor- 
respondence  with  the  company,  who  asked  him  to  pro- 
V.  duce  his  title  deed,  and  a  long  correspondence  ensued. 

The  Norwich 
AMD  Spaldihq 

Railway  The  Plaintiff  insisted  that  Mr.  Savage  had  no  autho- 

rity to  act  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Johnson,  and  he  required 
**  his  rights  as  owner  of  the  soil  to  be  respected,^  and  a 
proper  compensatioD  rendered  for  the  trespass  com- 
mitted by  the  company.  The  Defendants  proposed  a 
▼alaation  by  reference  and  payment,  which  the  Plaintiff 
declined,  and  ultimately,  in  July,  1857,  the  Plaintiff 
filed  this  bill,  insisting  that  no  agreement,  instrument 
or  conveyance  had  been  entered  into  by  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Johnson,  and  that  the  company  had  not  taken  the 
usual  steps,  by  notice,  to  obtain  possessioQ  under  the 
acts. 

Mr.  Sebeyn  and  Mr.  WiUiam  Foster  for  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  L.  Webb  for  the  Defend- 
ants. 

Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to: — Webster 
V.  I'he  South  Eastern  Railway  Company  {a)  \  Adams 
V.  The  London  and  BlachwaU  Railway  Company  (fi); 
Deere  v.  Guest  (c)  ;  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  sects.  37, 68,  77, 
108  to  114,  124. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  injunction,  which  is  the  only 
relief  asked,  cannot  be  granted. 

In 

(fl)  1  Sim.{N,  S.)  272.  (c)  1  MyL  ^  Craig,  516. 

(6)  2Mac.^  G.  118. 
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In  Majfy  1856^  the  railway  company  gave  the  proper 
notice  to  a  person  in  possession,  apparently  as  owner,    ^ 
and  at  that  time,  the  Plaintiff  had  no  interest  whatever  v. 

in  the  property.  The  company  were  allowed  to  take  a^spaldinq 
powesaion  in  March,  1856,  and  they  immediately  begun  Railway 
to  construct  their  railway,  and  completed  it  in  July^  1 856, 
except  laying  the  rails.  The  Plaintiff  became  purchaser 
in  January^  1857,  of  the  land  of  which  possession  had 
been  given,  and  on  which  the  railway  has  been  con- 
structed. He  was,  in  truth,  but  the  purchaser  of  an 
interest  in  the  purchase-money.  In  this  state  of  things. 
Dure  V.  Ouest  is  strictly  applicable;  this  is  a  much 
stronger  case,  for  there  possession  had  been  obtained 
from  the  tenant  by  circumvention  and  fraud.  Here 
possession  has  been  given,  the  railway  has  been  con- 
structed, and  it  is,  therefore,  impossible  to  grant  an 
injunction  to  restrain  that  which  is  complete. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  have  the 
relief  he  asks,  although  he  may  be  entitled  to  some 
relief  under  the  act  or  by  ejectment.  I  will  dispose  of 
the  costs  to-morrow. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  retain  the  opinion  I  have  already  expressed,  that  March  23. 
this  suit  fails  altogether.  The  Plaintiff  must  pay  the 
general  costs  of  the  suit,  but  he  must  be  allowed  the 
costs  of  the  Defendants  contesting  his  title.  The 
reason  is  obvious  :  in  the  view  I  take  of  the  case,  the 
Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  injunction ;  he  has  a 
right  to  be  paid  for  the  land,  but  not  in  a  Court  of 
Equity.  His  title  therefore  was  not  a  matter  to  be 
determined  in  this  suit. 


CASES  IX  CHAXCE&T. 


/>  rt  MAIXWARING. 

'HIS  m»s  a  pedtioo  far  the  appoiotiiieiil,  under  the 
Si  Tiii^rr**    '^      Tras&ee  Ad,  cf  two  nev  tnMtecr,  and  the  tiaasfer 

to  them  of  iDooeT  in  the  pobbe  fnndft.    One  of  the 


T 


w 


B^Bk  of      trustees  was  resident  out  of  the  juradiction. 


vjikiB  liie 


The  order  was  made  in  Jmbf  last,  but,  as  dnwn  up, 
it  did  not  state  that  it  af^xared  to  the  Court  that 
the  trustee  was  residait  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  so  as  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  Trustee  AcL  The  Bank 
objected,  that  it  did  not  appear,  on  the  free  of  the 
order,  that  the  case  came  within  the  Trustee  Act. 


Mr.  Premdergast  applied  to  vair  the  order,  by  stating 
that  it  appeared  to  the  Court  that  the  trustee  was  resi- 
dent out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  Mastks  of  ike  Rolls  ordered  the  recital  to  be 
inserted. 


EiiMS  Stitkmemt,  21  Bern.  426. 


In  re  THE  MEXICAN  AXD  SOUTH  AMERICAN 
MIMXG  COMPANY.  (No.  1.) 

Afnl2A. 

Hie  cre£tan'  C\^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  November ^  1857,  an  order  was  made 

■5**""^   •.  ^^^    for  winding-up  this  company.    Under  the  20  &  21 

under  the  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  1 ,  a  creditors*  representatiTe  was  appointed, 

??*  b  «^'  ^^^  applied  to  the  Chief  Oerk  for  leave  to  attend  at 
tided  to  attend  the  settJement  of  the  list  of  contributories.  The  ap- 
ment  of  the      plication  was  adjourned  into  Court. 

lietof  ooo< 
tribotorict. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Samtigaie^  for  the  creditors' 

representative. 
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representative^  argued,  that  it  was  necessary,  for  the        1858. 
interests  of  the  general  body  of  contributories,  that  the      v-^^^w' 
creditors'  representative  should  attend  in  order  that  no  j*^^  nIb'xican 
solvent  contributory  should  escape.  and  South 

American 
Mining 

Mr.  E.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  the  Official  ^.^^J^T* 
Manager,  argued,  that  it  would  be  incurring  an  un- 
necessary expense^  to  allow  the  creditors'  representative 
to  intervene  in  every  case  where  the  simple  question 
was,  whether  a  man  was  or  was  not  a  contributory. 
They  urged  that  the  advertisement  referred  to  in  the 
first  section  of  the  act,  to  appoint  an  official  manager 
''to  represent  all  the  creditors  of  the  company"  in  and 
about  the  said  proceedings,  ''  or  in  and  about  so  many 
and  such  of  the  same  proceedings  as  to  the  judge  or 
master  should,  from  time  to  time  seem  expedient," 
shewed  that  there  was  a  discretion  committed  to  the 
Court,  to  be  exercised  from  time  to  time,  as  to  what 
proceedings  the  creditors'  representatives  should  attend. 
They  refered  to  The  London  and  Eastern  Hanking 
Corporation  (a) ;  lie  The  Royal  British  Bank  (i). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Cotton,  for  two  contributories. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that,  under  the  act,  the  creditors' 
representative  has  a  right  to  attend  the  settlement  of 
the  list  of  contributories.  I  have  looked  at  the  act 
with  an  inclination  to  come  to  a  different  conclusion, 
for,  unfortunately,  the  expense  will  fall  on  the  contri- 
butories. 


(a)  4  JToy  ^  J.  273. 


(6)  3  Drew,  637. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lordt  Juiiicei,  5M  May,  1858. 
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SCOTT  V.  JOSSELYN. 

Jfffl.  11. 

A  testator  be-  (CHARLES   LIONEL   SCOTT,  the  testator  in 
mWuMViSs^  this  case,  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  and 

tees,  upon  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  unto  his  said 

hu'wife  to*^""'  wife,  and  James  Josselt/n,  upon  trust  to  permit  his  said 

receive  the  an-  ^fif^  to  receive  or  retain  the  annual  produce  thereof  for 

nual  produce 

during  her  life,  her  own  use  and  benefit  during  her  life,  and  also  to 

and  also  to       apply  to  her  own  use  and  benefit  so  much  aud  such 

apply  to  her         rr  ^ 

own  use  such    parts  of  the  capital  thereof  as  she  should  think  proper, 

capita?  as  she  ^"^*  ^^^^^  ^^^  decease,  the  testator  directed  that  Jamei 

should  think  Josselyn  or  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  his  will 

after  her  de-  should  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  and 

cease  to  sUnd  effects,  or  SO  much  thereof  as  should  remain  after  such 

possessed 

thereof,  upon     application  of  any  portions  thereof  by  his  wife  in  manner 
trust  for  aforesaid,  upon  trust  for  such  person  and  persons  and 

as  she  should     for  such  intents  and  purposes  in  all  respects  as  his  wife 

poim  anSin     ^J  ^^^  ^'"  ^^  ^V  ^^V  testamentary  paper  by  her  legally 

default,  upon    executed  should   direct  or  appoint;  and  in  default  of 

trust  to  pay  ,     i .        •  t         r 

certain  lega-      ^ny  such  direction  or  appomtment,  and  so  far  as  any 

th^t  th  ^'\i'  such,  if  incomplete,  should  not  extend,  he  directed  that 

took  a  life  the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,  or  so  much  thereof 

with  power  of  ^^  should  remain  as  aforesaid,  should  be  holden  upon 

disposition  of  trust  to  pay  thereout  the  sums  of  money  therein  specified 

during  her  life  ^^^o  the  several  persons  therein  named,  and  amongst 

and  of  appoint-  others  the  sum  of  1,600/.  to  his  nephew,  a  legacy  of 
ment  by  will,  %      Tk    >      m  o     ./ 

and  not  an        1,600/.  to  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Scotty  his  nephew  ;  and  as 

to  all  the  surplus  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  and 
effects,  the  testator  gave  the  same  upon  trust  for  the 
said  Defendant  Josselyn,  his  executors  and  adminis- 
trators for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit  absolutely; 
and  in  case  his  wife  should  apply  to  her  own  use  such 


absolute  inte- 
rest. 


an 


Scott 

9, 
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an  amount  of  bis  residuary  estate  as  would  reduce  the        1859. 
same  to  a  sum  of  money  insufficient  to  discharge  all  the 
legacies,  then  the  testator  directed   that  the  legatees 
thereof  should  receive  a  proportional  abatement  of  their     Jomkltn. 
respective  legacies. 

The  testator  died  in  1845,  and  his  widow  received  the 
annual  produce  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate 
and  effects  during  her  life,  but  she  did  not  apply  to  her 
own  use  and  benefit  any  part  of  the  capital  thereof.  By 
her  will  dated  in  1854,  she  expressly  declared  her  mind 
and  will  to  be,  that  nothing  therein  contained  should  be 
deemed  or  construed  to  be  an  execution  or  exercise  of 
the  power  of  appointment  given  or  reserved  to  her  in 
and  by  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  Charles 
Lnmel  Scott  her  late  husband  deceased,  as  to  the 
residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,  or  in  any  manner  alter 
or  affect  the  directions,  trusts  and  dispositions  in  the 
said  will  expressed,  declared  and  contained  thereof  in 
default  of  appointment ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the 
Mime  trusts,  directions  and  dispositions  should  be  and 
remain  in  full  force  and  effect.  And  the  testatrix 
thereby  nominated  and  appointed  her  brother  the  above- 
named  Defendant  James  Josselyny  and  her  nephew 
James  Josselyn^  executors  of  her  said  will. 

She  died  in  April,  1858. 

The  Plaintiffs  filed  this  bill  for  payment  to  them  of 
the  legacies  bequeathed  by  the  testator's  will.  The 
question  was,  what  interest  the  widow  took  under  the 
gifl  of  residue. 

Mr.  R*  Palmer  and  Mr.  Elderton  argued,  that  she 
took  a  life  interest  with  a  power  of  appointment    They 

cited 
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1859.        cited  Reith  v.  Seymour  {a);  Surman  v.  Swrman(b);  Re 
Sandersan^s  TrusHc). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  i2.  Moore  argued,  that  there 
was  an  absolute  gift  in  the  first  instance,  followed  by  a 
power  and  a  gift  over  in  default  of  appointment,  incon- 
sistent with  the  prior  gift,  and  therefore  void.  They 
cited  Huglies  v.  EUu(d)\  Holmes  ▼.  Godson  {e)\ 
Barton  ▼.  Barton  {f). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  obvious,  that  this  is  a  power  in  the  proper  sense 
of  the  term.  There  is  a  gift  of  the  residue  to  trustees 
upon  trust  to  permit  the  widow  to  receive  the  annual 
produce  during  her  life,  and  also  to  dispose  of  such 
parts  of  the  capital  as  she  should  think  proper,  that  is 
in  effect,  that  they  were  to  pay  it  to  any  person  she  might 
direct  in  her  life;  then  follows  a  power  to  her  to  appoint 
what  might  remain  by  her  will,  and  a  gift  in  default  of 
appointment  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  others.  I  think  this 
a  plain  case  of  a  life  interest,  with  two  powers  of 
appointment,  and  as  the  widow  has  not  executed  them 
either  in  her  life  or  by  her  will,  the  residue  must  go  as 
the  testator  has  directed  it  to  go  in  defoult  of  appoint- 
ment. There  must  be  a  decree  for  payment  to  the 
Plaintiffs  of  their  l^acies,  with  4/.  per  cent.,  from  the 
death  of  the  testatrix. 

(a)  4  Run.  263.  (d)  20  Ban.  193. 

(6)  5  Mud.  123.  (f)  2  Jmr.  {N.  S.)  383. 

(0  ZKayJ^J.  497.  (J)  ^  Kay  if  J.  512. 
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BARCLAY'S  CASE. 

In  re  THE  MEXICAN  AND  SOUTH  AMERICAN 

MINING  COMPANY.  ,,    , 

May  7. 

fTlHIS  company  was  established  in  London  in  J 836  for  Pnor  to  the 
mining  purposes  in  Mexico  and  South  America.  Companies' 

It  was  what  is  termed  "  a  scrip  company^  having  no  ^^»tration 

'^     ,  ,  Act,  an  unm- 

deed  of  settlement,  the  only  regulations  being  indorsed  corporated 

on  the  scrip  certificates.     The  company  was  established  ^tofi^shed  " 
prior  to  the  passing  of  "  The  Joint  Stock  Companies'  who«e  abates 
Registration  Act"  (7  &  8  Vict,  c.  110),  and  had  neither  jl^ry.   \\^ 
been  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament  nor  by  royal  C®"*"'  (witlj- 
charter.      Scrip  certificates   were   issued,   which   were  any  opinion 
signed  by  three  directors,  and  were  transferable  by  deli-  °r  .Jj*®  o^m- 
very ;  these  certificates  stated,  that  the  holder  thereof  pany)  held, 
was  entitled  to  a  specified  number  of  shares  in  the  com-  of  Shares  at 
pany.     Additional  shares  were  afterwards  issued,  and,  the  date  of  the 

,  ,  winding-up 

\n  February f  1855,  a  General  Meeting  passed  a  reso-  order,  who  was 
lotion  to  create  10,000  additional  shares  of  10/,  each,  J|,°^^"/bL^^ 
to  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  the  original  shares,  and  had  purchased 
which  were  issued  at  6Z.  10*.  per  share.     The  company  cefved^diW-^ 
became  embarrassed,  and  ultimately  an  order  was  made  ^ends,  was  a 
on  the  24th  of  November ^  1857,  to  wind  it  up.  liberty  was  * 

reserved  to 
him  to  move 

At  the  date  of  the  winding-up  order,  Mr.  Barclay  *?  discharge 

,  the  windmg- 

was  the  holder  of  eight  certificates  for  five  shares  each,  up  order,  on 
or  of  forty  of  the  new  shares.     He  was  not  an  original  {{jg i^feg^iuof 
allottee,  but  had  purchased  them  on  the  Stock  Ex-  the  company, 
change,  and  he  had  paid  one  call  and  received  two 
dividends  on  these  shares. 
VOL.  XXVI.  N  The 
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The  Official  Manager  now  sought  to  place  Mr.  Scnr- 
clay  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  forty  shares. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Roxburgh  for  the  Official 
Manager.  Mr.  jRarclay  is  the  possessor  of  these  shares, 
and  has  received  the  profits  and  been  admitted  as  a 
membefy  be  is  therefore  a  contributory  towards  its  losses. 
They  cited  Bagshaw  v.  The  Eastern  Union  Railway 
Company  (a) ;  Straffons  Executors*  Case  (Jb). 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Cotton  for  Mr.  Barclay.  A 
company  professing  to  create  shares,  transferable  by 
delivery,  is  an  illegal  association,  in  the  affairs  of  which 
this  Court  will  not  interfere.  It  professes  to  place  the 
holder  for  the  time  being  of  a  scrip  share  in  the  precise 
situation  of  the  previous  holder,  and  to  give  the  former 
all  the  rights  and  to  impose  on  him  all  the  liabilities  of 
'  the  latter.  This  can  only  be  done  by  Act  of  Parliament 
or  by  royal  charter.  The  pretending  to  create  transfer- 
able stock  is  pretending  to  act  as  a  corporation,  and 
''  persons  who,  without  the  sanction  of  the  legislature, 
presume  to  act  as  a  corporation  are  guilty  of  a  contempt 
of  the  King  by  usurping  on  his  prerogative."  The  acting 
therefore  as  such  a  corporation,  without  a  charter  from 
the  Crown,  or  authority  from  the  legislature,  is  contrary 
to  law  ;  Blundell  v.  Winsor  (c) ;  Clough  v.  Ratcliffe  (d) ; 
Buvergier  ▼.  Fellows  (e). 

2nd.  The  creation  of  the  new  shares  was  wholly  un- 
authorized by  the  partnership  contract,  and  the  terms 
on  which  they  were  issued  were  such  as  not  to  bind  th^ 
members  of  the  company ;  Ex  parte  Morgan  (f), 

3rd.  If 


(a)  7  Hare,  114. 

(6)  1  DeGex,  M.  ^  G.  576. 

(c)  8  Simons,  601, 

(d)  1  De  Gex  ^  Sm.  164. 


39. 


(e)  5  Bin^.  248;  1  CLifFm. 


(J)  I  Mac.  ^  Got.  226. 
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3rd.  If  any  one  be  liable  for  these  shares  it  is  the 
original  allottees,  for  there  is  no  contract  or  other  legal 
means  by  which  the  mere  holders  can  be  substituted  for 
them  and  put  in  their  place* 

4th.  The  winding-up  order  is  irregular ;  this  is  not 
such  a  company  as  can  be  wound  up  under  the  Acts. 


1858. 


Barclay's 
Casb. 

In  re 

The  Mexican 

AMD  South 

Ambricam 

MmiNo 

COMPAMT. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Three  questions  arise  in  this  case.  The  first  and 
most  important  is,  whether  this  is  an  illegal  association, 
and  consequently  one  which  this  Court  cannot  sanction 
or  notice,  so  as  to  make  any  decree  or  order  for  ascer- 
taining the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  various  share- 
holders and  partners  among  themselves ;  but  must  alto- 
gether withhold  the  exercise  of  its  powers  and  functions, 
and  decline  to  interfere  at  all  in  the  matter.  It  was 
said,  in  argument,  that  this  question  has  already  been 
decided  by  the  winding-up  order  which  the  Court  has 
made  in  this  case.  That  is  true,  but  I  am  of  opiniou 
that  that  order  does  not  bind  Mr.  Barclay^  who  is  now 
sought  to  be  made  a  contributory.  If  the  association 
be  illegal,  it  is  obvious  that  no  stranger  has  any  interest 
in  the  question  whether  this  Court  will  interfere  in  the 
matter  or  not,  or  whether  the  attention  of  the  Court  has 
been  properly  called  to  the  fact  that  this  association  is 
one  in  favor  of  which  it  will  not  exercise  its  powers.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  as  soon  as  a  person  is  sought  to  be 
made  a  contributory  or  a  partner  in  the  partnership, 
it  then  becomes  a  matter  of  vital  importance  to  him 
to  submit  to  the  Court  the  grounds  upon  which  he 
considers  the  association  to  be  one  in  respect  of  which 
this  Court  ought  not  to  interfere  at  all.  Although  I 
think  that  Mr.  Barclay  cannot  raise  the  question  on 

N  2  this 


May  8. 
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this  occasioD,  and  although  I  shall  assume  that  the 
winding-up  order  is  correct,  still,  if  I  make  him  a  con- 
tributory, I  ought  to  give  him  leave  to  move,  within  a 
reasonable  time,  to  discharge  the  order  for  winding  up 
the  Company.  In  that  event,  he  must  give  due  notice 
to  the  other  side,  in  order  that  they  may  be  prepared  to 
meet  him,  which  they  can  hardly  be  expected  to  be 
upon  the  present  occasion.  I  must  therefore,  for  the 
present,  assume  the  order  to  be  right,  and  shall  not  ex- 
press any  opinion  as  to  whether  this  association,  which 
professes  to  create  stock  assignable  by  the  mere  transfer 
of  the  scrip,  and  was  established  prior  to  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies'  Registration  Act  (a),  is  or  is  not  illegal. 


With  respect  to  the  other  two  points,  I  think  it  is 
only  necessary  for  me  to  refer  to  the  second,  which  is 
this : — whether,  assuming  the  legality  of  this  company, 
the  new  shares  could  be  issued  consistently  with  the 
scope  and  meaning  of  the  provisions  of  the  partnership 
which  these  persons  have  entered  into?  I  am  of  opinion 
that  Mr.  Barclay  has  bound  himself,  by  his  own  acts, 
not  to  take  that  objection,  that  it  does  not  lie  in  his 
mouth,  and  that  it  is  not  in  his  power  to  assert,  that 
these  shares  were  not  lawfully  and  legally  issued  by  the 
company.  The  question  arises  thus : — the  original  shares 
were  10/.  shares,  and  in  February,  1856,  additional 
shares  were  created,  giving  the  holders,  upon  payment 
of  6Z.  lOs.  only  per  share,  the  same  rights  and  privileges 
as  the  original  shareholders  who  had  paid  10/.  per  share. 
It  is  said  that  this  was  not  within  the  ordinary  scope  of 
a  partnership  which  necessarily  professes  equality,  and 
that  it  could  only  be  done  with  the  sanction  and  consent 
of  all  the  other  shareholders  of  the  company.  Now, 
assuming  that  to  be  so,  and  that  every  shareholder  in 

the 

(fl)  7  *  8  Vict,  c,  110  (5M  Sepi,  1844). 
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the  company  who  had  not  attended  the  meeting  and 
sanctioned  that  particular  proceeding  could  raise  that 
objection^  if  he  thought  fit,  I  am  still  of  opinion  that  Mr. 
Barclay  cannot  raise  it,  because  the  scrip  which  he  took 
expressly  stated  these  facts,  and  gave  him  notice  of  the 
very  objection;  and  subsequently  to  that,  he  sends  a 
written  notice  to  the  company  claiming  the  benefit  of 
his  shares,  and  insisting  on  the  payment  of  the  divi- 
dends, two  of  which  were  actually  paid  to  him.  He  is 
no  more  able  to  take  that  objection  than  a  shareholder 
would  be  able  to  say  that  these  shares  were  illegally 
issued  and  ought  to  be  taken  away  from  Mr.  Barclay. 
If  the  converse  case  had  occurred,  and  this  company  had 
turned  out  a  prosperous  and  profitable  speculation,  and 
one  of  the  old  shareholders,  who  had,  with  full  know- 
ledge of  the  circumstances,  received  the  benefit  of  the 
money  paid  for  the  new  shares,  had,  after  the  concern 
had  turned  out  successful,  sought  to  set  aside  the  new 
shares,  for  the  benefit  of  the  original  shareholders,  upon 
merely  repaying  to  the  new  shareholders  the  deposit 
and  interest,  and  making  them  account  for  the  dividends 
which  they  had  received,  I  should  hold,  that,  in  the 
events  which  have  happened,  no  shareholder  could 
adopt  that  course. 


1858. 
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Exactly  in  the  same  way  and  by  the  same  course  of 
reasoning,  I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  converse  case,  that 
Mr.  Barclay  cannot  now  insist  upon  that  objection. 
In  saying  this  I  assume  the  company  to  have  been 
legal;  and  I  express  no  opinion  whatever  as  to  whether 
these  shares  were  or  were  not  legally  issued  by  the 
company,  or  whether  a  person  who  had  no  notice  of 
the  circumstances  and  had  not  acquiesced  in  it  could 
now  set  it  aside. 


The  r^ult  is,  that  Mr.  Barclay  must  be  put  on  the 

list 
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list  of  contributories,  but  with  liberty  to  him^  if  he 
should  think  fit,  to  move  to  discharge  the  original 
winding-up  order,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  whole 
proceedings  in  this  matter. 


May  12. 

Shares  in  a 
scrip  company 
passed  bv 
mere  delivery, 
Held,  that 
London  bank- 
ers who  had 
in  their  hands, 
at  the  date  of 
the  winding- 
up  order, 
snares  belong- 
ing to  foreign 
correspond- 
ents, and  on 
which  they 
had  received 
the  dividends, 
were  not  con- 
tributories. 


FINLAY,  HODGSON'S  CASE. 

In  re  THE  MEXICAN  AND  SOUTH  AMERICAN 

MINING  COMPANY. 

rilHlS  was  a  "  scrip  company,"  neither  chartered  nor 
registered,  and  the  shares  were  transferable  by 
delivery,  as  stated  ante  (a).  The  Official  Manager  now 
sought  to  place  Messrs.  Finlay,  Hodgson  &  Co.  on  the 
list  of  contributories. 

This  firm  were  general  merchants  and  foreign  banker8 
in  London,  and  in  1837  they  had  purchased  sixty  shares 
in  the  company,  on  which  they  had  received  seven  divi- 
dends, and  they  were  the  holders  of  these  shares  at  the 
date  of  the  winding-up  order. 

Besides  these  sixty  shares,  Messrs.  Finlai/j  Hodgson 
k  Co.,  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up  order,  were  the 
holders  of  1,395  other  shares  in  the  company,  not  as 
owners,  but  on  account  of  Messrs.  Muriel,  their  cof 
respondents  in  Paris,  to  whom  they  really  belonged. 
Messrs.  Muriel  had  left  them  in  the  hands  of  Finlay, 
Hodgson  &  Co.,  as  their  bankers,  to  receive  the  divi- 
dends, it  being  a  great  part  of  the  business  of  Messrs. 
Finlay,  Hodgson  &  Co.  to  receive  dividends  for  their 
foreign  correspondents.     As  the  dividends  became  due 

Messrs. 

(a)  Barclajf's  Case,  p.  177. 
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Mewrs.  Finlay^  Hodgson  k  Co.  detached  the  coupons        1368 

from  the  scrip  and  sent  io  to  the  company  a  claim  for      ^"^  '"^ 

the  amount,  which  they  received  and  accounted  For  to     Hodgson's 

their  correspondents.    They,  however,  gave  no  aotice        ^^•■* 

to  the  company  that  they  held  these  shares  as  agents  r^^^  MitxicA» 

for  their  foreign  correspondents.  amd  Soqtk 

Ambrigav 
Minims 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Roxburgh  for  the  Official  Com'ant. 
Maoager,  and  Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Souihgete  for  the 
creditors'  representatives.  These  shares  passed  by  de- 
livery, and  the  holders,  at  the  date  of  the  order  to  wind 
upy  are  contributories,  and  Messrs.  Hodgson^  who  were 
the  holders  at  the  time,  should  therefore  be  placed  on 
the  lift  They  gave  no  notice  that  they  were  trustees, 
Messrs.  Muriel  were  unknown  to  the  company,  and 
the  only  persons  known  or  recognized  were  Messrs. 
Hodgson,  who  received  the  dividends  in  their  own  name. 
Whatever  may  be  the  rights  as  between  them  and 
Messrs.  Muriel^  they  alone,  as  regards  the  company, 
were  the  legal  owners  of  the  shares. 

Again,  if  an  agent  deals  with  another,  without  dis* 
closing  his  principal,  he  renders  himself  personally 
liable;  that  is  the  case  here,  and  they  have  rendered 
themselves  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  concern  by  holding 
themselves  out  as  partners  in  it.  If  a  man  might  escape 
being  made  a  contributory  on  the  plea  of  being  a  trustee, 
he  might  go  on  receiving  dividends  until  the  last  moment, 
and  then  say  that  he  is  a  trustee  for  some  one  else,  who 
might  be  a  pauper.  They  cited  Foley  on  Frincipal  and 
Jigent  (a) ;  Story  on  Frincipal  and  Agent  (J>) ;  Thomp- 
Monv.  Bpdrsic). 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.   Cotton,  for  Messrs.  Finlay, 

Hodgson 
(a)  PageZn.  {b)  Page  261.  (c)  13  5im.  469. 


184 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1858. 

FiNLAT, 

Hodgson's 
Case. 

In  re 

The  Mexican 

AND  South 

American 

Mining 

Company. 


Hodgson  &  Co.^  admitted,  that  as  to  the  sixty  shares, 
they  were  bound  by  the  decision  in  Barclay's  Case  {a). 
They  were  not  called  on  by  the  Court  as  to  the  other 
1,395  shares  held  in  trust. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

As  regards  the  shares  which  Messrs.  Finlay,  Hodgson 
k  Co.  held  as  trustees  for  other  persons,  I  think  they 
are  not  liable  as  contributories. 


It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  an  agent,  who  deals  as 
vendor  or  purchaser  without  disclosing,  at  the  time  of 
the  contract,  that  he  is  a  mere  agent,  renders  himself 
personally  liable.  But  that  is  not  the  question  which 
arises  in  this  case,  but  it  is  as  to  the  liabilities  of  mem* 
bers  of  a  partnership  inter  se.  I  intend  to  express  no 
opinion  as  to  the  liability  of  Messrs.  Finlay,  Hodgson 
&  Co.  to  the  creditors  of  the  concern,  on  the  ground 
of  their  having  held  thembclves  out  to  the  world  as 
partners  in  the  concern.  Although  they  may  not  be 
liable  as  between  partners  or  as  contributories,  I  do  not 
mean  to  say  that  they  may  not  be  liable  to  the  creditors 
of  the  concern,  who  may  have  dealt  with  the  partnership 
on  the  faith  of  their  being  members,  on  the  ground  of 
their  having  held  themselves  out  ostensibly  as  partners 
of  the  concern,  and  of  their  having  given  a  sanction  and 
credit  to  its  stability  which  it  would  not  otherwise  have 
acquired. 

The  ground  on  which  I  proceed  is  this: — I  observe 
nothing  which  makes  it  illegal  for  a  person  to  become 
a  partner  merely  as  trustee,  in  which  case  he  would 
only  be  a  partner  in  name,  and  the  real  and  substantial 

partner 

(a)  AntCfp,  177. 
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partner  would  be  his  cestui  que  trust.     I  find  no  rule        1858. 
of  the  company  which  prohibits  a  person  becoming  a       ^^^^^^ 
trustee  of  shares  for  another ;  and  I  find  from  the  evi-     Hodgson's 


Case. 
In  re 


dence  that  in  one  instance,  at  least,  the  directors  knew 

that  Messrs.  Finlay,  Hodgson  k  Co.  held  shares  merely  XhbI^bxicaii 

as  trustees  for  others.     That  being  the  case,  I  am  of    ^^^  South 

Ambilicaii 
opinion  that  this  partnership  was  formed  upon  the  prin-       Mining 

ciple,  that  persons  might  hold  shares  in  trust  for  others,  Company. 
whose  names  were  unknown  to  the  concern.  Again, 
I  find  no  rule  of  this  company  making  the  validity  of 
assignments  of  shares  depend  upon  any  sanction  of  the 
company  itself,  in  which  case,  it  might  be  impossible  for 
persons  to  hold  shares  as  trustees  for  others,  unless  the 
company  knew  that  the  cestuis  que  trust  were  solvent 
persons  and  approved  of  them.  But  as  there  is  no  rule 
that  persons  shall  not  hold  as  trustees  for  others,  and 
as  it  was  known  to  the  company  in  one  instance  at  least, 
that  they  did  so,  I  see  nothing  to  prevent  persons,  who 
are  nominally  shareholders  upon  the  books,  from  hold- 
ing shares  as  trustees  for  other  persons  who  will,  as  be- 
tween the  partners  themselves,  be  entitled  to  the  benefit, 
and  liable  to  the  obligations  of  the  concern. 


This  question  might  be  very  important  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  company  in  whichever  way  it  was  decided* 
In  some  instances,  the  trustee  might  be  a  very  wealthy 
man,  and  the  cestui  que  trust  a  very  poor  one,  and  in 
others  it  might  be  the  reverse  ;  but  all  these  cases  must 
be  regarded  with  reference  to  the  dealing  and  practice 
of  the  company,  and  to  the  rules  that  have  been  sanc- 
tioned by  them,  and  the  practice  which  admits  of  this 
mode  of  dealing. 


Undoubtedly,  the  case  suggested  in  the  argument 
might  arise,  viz.  of  a  person  getting  rid  of  bis  shares  at 

the 
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the  last  moment,  and  then  asserting  that  he  had  never 
been  the  bene6cial  owner  of  the  shares,  but  that  he  held 
them  only  as  a  trustee  for  another  person.  If  that  were 
established,  the  person  who  had  so  got  rid  of  the  shares 
in  order,  unfairly,  to  get  rid  of  his  liability,  would  be 
placed  on  the  list  as  a  contributory,  and  would  by  this 
Court  be  held  to  be  liable  to  the  same  obligations  as  if 
he  had  not  endeavoured  to  get  rid  of  his  shares  in  this 
mode.  The  utmost  that  can  be  said  in  those  cases  is, 
that  it  may  sometimes  create  difficulties  in  respect  of 
evidence. 


I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  Messrs.  Finlay^ 
Hodgson  k  Co.  must  be  put  on  the  list  of  contributories 
in  respect  of  the  sixty  shares  which  they  held  bene- 
ficially, but  not  in  respect  of  the  remaining  shares,  of 
which,  it  is  established,  that  they  were  bona  fide  trustees 
for  other  persons. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


In  re  CAREW'S  ESTATE.  ^^-  20. 

Dec.  3. 
OOME  land  was  sold  by  auction  under  the  Court  in  On  a  sale 

^     lots,  and  lot  2  adjoined  the  lands  of  Mr.  Peek  and  court,  two 
Mr.  Watney.  On  the  day  of  the  sale,  Mr.  Peek  and  Mr,  pcwoni  agreed 

Twr  1   .  1  •  1  •     ^  not  to  bid 

Watnetf  entered  into  an  agreement  not  to  bid  against  against  each 
each  other,  but  that  Peek  should  buy  the  lot,  if  it  could  other,  but  that 

'  .      ^^^  should  bid 

be  got  for  1,500/.,  and  then  divide  it  between  them  in  up  to  1,500/. 

certain  proportions.     Accordingly,  Mr.  Peek  bid  at  the  *"(;  between  * 
auction,  and  became  the  purchaser  for  650/.  them.    They 

bought  it  for 
.  650/.     Held, 

The  reserved  bidding  had,  unknown  to  them,  been  that  this  agree- 
fixed  at  600/.  "^^l^SZ' 

nisned  no 
ground  for 

The  sale  was  confirmed  by  the  Court,  the  title  was  ????.*"«  *^® 

•^  ,     biddings,  or 

accepted  and  the  conveyance  approved  of,  but  before  it  annulling  the 
was  executed,  Mr.  Peek  and  Mr.  Watney  disagreed  as       * 
to  the  division  of  the  property,  and  notice  of  the  agree- 
ment was  given  to  the  vendors,  who  took  out  a  summons 
to  set  aside  the  sale,  which  was  adjourned  into  Court. 

Mr.  Sauthgate  for  the  vendors.  This  purchase  was 
inequitable  and  void,  it  is  the  exact  case  stated  by  Lord 
St  Leonards  (a)  in  which  this  Court  will  rescind  a  safe. 
He  says : — **  Fraud  will,  of  course,  be  a  sufficient  ground 
for  opening  the  biddings.  Therefore,  if  the  parties  agree 
not  to  bid  against  each  other"  .  ,  .  *'  the  Court  would 
open  the  biddings,  although  the  report  had  been  abso- 
lutely confirmed."  In  Scott  v.  Nesbit(b),  the  Ijord 
Chancellor  said,  that  "  if  it  could  be  clearly  and  un- 
equivocally established  that  there  was  any  private  agree- 
ment 

(o)  Bug.  Vendori,  93  (ISM  ed.),  (b)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  475. 
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1858.        ment  between  the  bidders  not  to  bid  against  each  other, 
^-^^/^^       that  is  a  practice  the  Court  ought  to  prevent."     Here  it 
Carew's      >3  clear,  that  the  parties  themselves  valued  this  lot  at 
Estate.       1,500/.,  and  that  they  were  prepared  to  give  that  sum 
for  it,  but  by  this  private  arrangement  they  have  obtained 
it  for  650/,     There  has  been  no  fair  competition  between 
the  persons  to  whom  this  land  was  an  object,  and  who 
were  most  disposed  to  bid  for  it  against  each  other ;  it 
has  been  prevented  by  a  private  arrangement  between 
the  respondent,  and  the  sale  ought  therefore  to  be  an- 
nulled. 

Mr.  J.  T.  Wood  for  Peek.  There  is  no  authority  for 
the  proposition,  that  two  persons  may  not  agree  to  be- 
come joint  purchasers  of  a  property  sold  by  the  Court 
Lord  St.  Leonards'  statement  is  wholly  derived  from 
Scott  V.  Nesbit,  which  is  a  mere  statement  of  Counsel 
arguendoy  and  has  never  yet  received  the  sanction  of 
the  Court. 

There  is  nothing  whatever  objectionable  in  this  pur- 
chase ;  these  two  persons  were  not  prepared  to  buy  the 
whole  lot,  and  they  agreed  to  purchase  it  for  their  mutual 
benefit  and  divide  it  according  to  their  requirements. 
The  vendors  have  no  reason  to  complain  ;  they  have 
obtained  for  this  lot  50/.  more  than  the  reserved  price, 
at  which  they  were  ready  to  sell  it.  After  the  confir- 
mation of  a  sale,  the  Court  will  not  open  the  biddings 
upon  a  mere  advance  of  price,  here  no  advance  whatever 
is  oflTered,  and  on  a  second  sale  the  property  might  pro- 
duce less. 

Mr.  Dickinson  for  Watney. 

Mr.  Southgate  in  reply. 


The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1858. 

This  is  an  application  to  open  a  sale  made  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court,  on  the  ground  of  an  inequitable 
agreement  between  two  persons  desirous  of  becoming 
the  owners  of  Lot  2  not  to  bid  against  each  other. 
The  reserved  price  of  the  lot  was  600/.,  and  it  sold  for 
660/.  It  appears  that  Mr.  Watney  and  Mr.  Peek  entered 
into  an  agreement,  on  the  day  of  the  sale,  not  to  bid 
against  each  other,  but  that  one  should  buy  the  lot,  if  it 
could  be  got  for  1,500/.,  and  that  then  it  should  be 
divided  between  them  in  certain  proportions. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  case,  or  of  any  principle  which 
establishes  that  such  an  agreement  is  inequitable.  It  is 
the  amount  which  has  here  given  rise  to  the  question, 
for  if  the  agreement  of  these  gentlemen  had  been  that 
they  would  go  as  far  as  700/.  and  no  further,  instead  of 
1,500/.,  I  should  not  have  heard  of  it.  But  how  can 
the  amount  affect  the  principle  or  the  validity  of  the 
purchase?  Its  validity  must  depend  on  the  legality  of 
such  an  agreement,  and  not  on  the  amount  to  be  given. 
Suppose  the  reserved  price  had  been  1,200/.  or  1,400/., 
would  not  the  agreement  have  been  the  same  in  cha- 
racter ?  for  it  id  on  the  ground  of  fraud  alone,  if  at  all, 
that  the  sale  can  be  opened.  This  is  not  like  a  case  of 
opening  biddings  on  the  ground  of  an  advance  in  price; 
here  no  such  offer  is  made,  and,  if  it  were,  it  would  be 
too  late  after  the  purchase  had  been  confirmed,  the  title 
accepted,  and  the  conveyance  approved. 

If  the  sale  can  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
time  would  not  affect  the  question;  it  might  be  set 
aside  even  after  the  conveyance,  and  as  soon  as  the 
fraud  had  been  discovered ;  but  I  have  been  unable  to 
discover  any  principle  on  which  this  application  can  be 

supported. 
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1858.  supported,  and  I  should  not  have  reserved  my  judgment 
if  I  had  not  been  referred  to  a  passage  in  Sugden's 
VemdarSf  to  this  eflFect : — **  Fraud  will,  of  course,  be  a 
sufficient  ground  for  opening  the  biddings.  Therefore, 
if  the  parties  agree  not  to  bid  against  each  other,  or  &c, 
&c.*^  He  then  goes  through  instances  which  are  distinct 
and  manifest  frauds  and  concludes,  **  the  Court  would 
open  the  biddings.*'  On  this  statement  I  was  desirous 
of  considering  the  point  more  fully,  and  I  have  referred 
to  the  case  there  cited,  Watson  v.  Birch  (a),  but  I  Bnd 
that  it  does  not  bear  out  the  proposition,  that  a  mere 
agreement,  between  two  persons,  each  desirous  to  buy 
a  lot,  that  they  will  not  bid  against  each  other,  is  suffi- 
cient to  invalidate  a  sale  to  one  of  them ;  nor  do  I  think 
that  Lord  St.  Leomards  intended  to  state  the  proposition 
to  that  extent.  However,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  rule 
to  that  effect. 

I  cannot  therefore  set  aside  this  sale  on  the  ground 
that  these  gentlemen  have  entered  into  this  agreement 
All  that  is  proved  is,  that  the  persons  who  have  sold  the 
estate  were  not  aware  of  the  real  value  of  this  lot,  and 
it  is  to  be  inferred,  that  if  they  bad  known  what  the 
Court  now  knows,  they  would  have  fixed  a  much  higher 
reserved  price,  but  this  is  no  reason  for  opening  tb 
sale. 

I  am  of  opii\ion  I  cannot  set  it  aside,  and  that  I  m 
refuse  the  application. 

(a)  2  Veijun.  51. 
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WHITE,  on  behalf,  &c.,  v.  JAMES.    (No.  2.) 

Nov,  17. 

J^OBJEMT  8MALE  was  aeised  in  fee  of  a  plot  of  A  sale  of 
ground  on  Hounslow  Heathy  on  which  six  cottages  ^o  raise  arrears 

were  erected.  of  a  rent- 

charge  granted 
with  powers  of 

By  an  indenture  of  the  30th  of  January,  1846,  Robert  ^"tress  «nd 

^     ^  if>  y  entry,  there 

Smale^  in  consideration  of  60Z.,  granted  to  the  Plaintiff  being  nothing 
for  ever  a  rent-charge  of  40*.,  issuing  out  of  this  piece  of  gnd'thCTe*  °"' 
land  and  the  six  cottages.     Smale  thereby  covenanted,  being  twenty 
that  if  it  should  be  in  arrear  for  forty-one  days,  the  ^ent  rent- 
grantee  might  enter  and  distrain,  and  sell  the  distresses  charges  with 

•     1-1  J-  X  1   t       1  ^**^®  remedies. 

in  like  manner  as  distresses  reserved  by  lease  or  corn-      Cupit  ▼. 
mon  demise;   and   that  if  in  arrear  six  months,  the  p^^'72n 
grantee  might  enter  and  hold  for  his  own  use  until  the  followed. 
arrears  should  be  paid.     He  also  covenanted  for  title,  g,.an"tU  of  a 
and   that  the  hereditaments  should,  for  ever,  remain  rent-charge, 

i_  1       •  1       t  1  t*         r  11    .  ®**  behalf  of 

ebarged  with   the  rent-charge,   free   from  all  incum-  himself  and 
brances,  except  those  in  the  schedule.  twenty  others, 

■^  to  raise  the 

arrears  by  sale 

The  schedule  specified  twenty  similar  grants  of  rent-  ■*"^**°"®  • 
charges  of  40s.  which  had  been  granted  out  of  the  same 
property  on  the  same  day. 

In  March,  1846,  Smale  sold  and  conveyed  the  pro- 
perty, thus  charged  with  the  rent-charges,  to  the  De- 
fendant James. 


The  Plaintiff's  rent-charge  had  fallen  into  arrear  since 
January,  1864.  In  May,  1864,  two  of  the  tenants 
quitted    possession,  in  consequence  of  the   Plaintiff's 

threatening 
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1858,  threatening  to  distrain,  and  in  August,  1854,  the  Plain- 
tiff and  other  grantees  having  distrained  for  55/.,  the 
other  tenants  quitted.  The  premises  remained  unoccu- 
pied, there  was  nothing  on  which  a  distress  could  be 
levied,  and  they  were  totally  unproductive  and  falling 
into  decay. 

The  Plaintiff  White  filed  his  bill,  "  on  behalf  of  him- 
self  and  all  other  the  grantees  of  yearly  rent-charges  of 
40^.  each  issuing  out  of  the  hereditaments  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,"  against  James,  praying  an  account  of 
the  arrears,  and,  in  default  of  payment,  that  the  amount 
might  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage,  and  '*  that  the 
residue  of  the  purchase-money  might  be  invested,  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  due  payment  of  such  rent- 
charges  for  the  future." 

On  a  former  occasion  (a)  a  receiver  had  been  ap- 
pointed, and  the  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  Morris  for  the  Plaintiff. 
In  this  case,  there  are  twenty-one  concurrent  rent- 
charges,  having  concurrent  remedies  by  distress  and 
entry;  it  is  therefore  impossible  that  they  can  all  be 
made  available,  one  distress  would  have  the  effect  of 
rendering  the  property  tenantless.  The  state  of  things 
at  present  is  this : — the  houses  are  abandoned  and 
falling  into  ruin,  and  there  is  nothing  on  the  premises 
to  distrain  on,  and  no  available  remedy  for  any  of  the 
grantees  of  the  rent-charges.  The  jurisdiction  of  Courts 
of  Equity  to  lend  their  aid,  wherever  there  are  difficulties 
in  the  way  of  the  legal  remedies  (&),  is  clearly  settled, 
and  the  rent-charge  being  an  incumbrance  on  the  es- 
tate, the  Court,  if  necessary,  will  raise  the  arrears  by 

sale 

(a)  22  Bean  72.  734 ;  LL  Sf  Go,  81,  note,  and  1 

(6)  See  6  Vei.  73 ;  13  Price,      C.  P.  Cooper,  p.  363,  note. 


(No.  2.) 
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sale  of  the  estate  itself,  as  was  done  in  Cupii  v.  Jack-        1868. 
Mm  (a).  v^^/^^/ 

Write 

V. 

Mr.  SAebbeare  for  the  Defendant.  The  Court  cannot  .4^"*"* 
sell  this  estate  for  the  payment  of  the  arrears  of  rent- 
charges  created  with  limited  remedies.  The  grantees' 
rights  are  defined  by  their  deeds,  which  are  mere  grants 
with  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  and  nothing  more. 
This  is  an  attempt  to  extend  the  legal  rights  and  reme- 
dies of  the  grantees,  and  to  alter  the  contract  between 
the  parties.  In  Cupit  v.  Jackson  the  Chief  Baron  relied 
on  The  Duke  of  Leeds  v.  The  Corporation  of  New  Had- 
fior(ft),  but  that  case  does  not  bear  out  the  decision. 
Cupit  T.  Jackson  has  frequently  been  disapproved  of, 
the  Vice-chancellor  of  England  in  Graves  v.  Hicks  (c) 
would  not  follow  it,  and  it  is  also  questioned  in  JarmaiCs 
Byihewood(d),  In  Phillips  v.  Phillips  {e\  a  testator 
devised  bis  real  estates  to  trustees  in  fee,  on  trust,  out 
of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits,  to  pay  certain  life  an- 
nuities, and  by  sale  or  mortgage  to  raise  money  for  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  &c.,  and  tiien  to  ^settle  the  estates  to 
the  use  that  the  annuitants  should  receive  their  annuities 
out  of  the  same  premises,  with  powers  of  distress  and 
entry,  and,  subject  thereto,  to  one  for  life,  with  remain- 
der orer.  Lord  Langdale  held,  that  the  annuitants  were 
not  entitled  to  be  paid  the  arrears  out  of  the  corpus, 
though  the  rents  were  insufficient  to  keep  down  all  the 
incumbrances. 

Secondly.  The  Plaintiff  cannot  represent  the  absent 
grantees  in  a  proceeding  which  seeks  to  destroy  their 
rent-charges,  and  to  substitute  a  charge  on  the  pur- 

chase- 

(a)  13  Price,  721,  anrfAi*Cfc-  (rf)    Vol,  1,  p.  628,  (a)  (2nd 

land,  495.  edit.) 

(6)  2  Bro.  C.C.  338,  518.  '   (e)  8  Beav.  193. 
(c)  11  Simons,  554. 
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chase-money  for  their  right  npoo  a  ml  estate.  The  ab- 
sent parties  will  not  be  boQod  by  the  decree,  and  a  good 
title  cannot  be  made  to  a  porchaser  ooder  it. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  I  am  bound  by  the  case  of  Cupii  ▼.  Jachson^ 
and  that  I  cannot  avoid  following  it,  notwithstanding 
any  observations  in  the  text  books  as  to  the  inconveni- 
ence. The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England^  in  Graves  v. 
Hicks,  thought  that  the  Court  would  not,  as  matter 
of  discretion,  raise  the  arrears  of  a  rent-charge  by  a 
sale,  until  there  was  a  tenant  in  fee  simple  in  possession 
of  the  estate  charged.  He  said,  the  arrears  must  be 
paid  some  time  or  other,  but  that  be  had  in  that  case 
no  constat  that  they  might  not  be  paid  out  of  the  future 
rents. 


Here  there  are  perpetual  rent-charges  issuing  out  of 
the  fee  vested  in  the  Defendant.  When  are  the  arrears 
to  be  paid  ?  In  ten  or  even  twenty  years  hence  it  will 
be  exactly  the  same  question,  and  the  observation  of 
the  Vice-chancellor  of  England  as  to  the  fee  simple 
falling  into  possession  has  occurred.  Therefore  the  fu- 
ture state  of  circumstances  cannot  be  different  from  the 
present.  Here  is  a  series  of  deeds  creating  twenty-one 
rent-charges,  and  it  is  shewn  that  they  cannot  be  paid 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits.  Am  I  to  allow  the  owner 
to  leave  them  unpaid  and  the  land  to  lie  waste?  If 
one  grantee  should  attempt  to  make  a  distress,  it  would 
make  the  property  unavailable  for  the  future  payment  of 
the  rent-charges;  for  the  tenants  would  leave,  the  pro- 
perty would  become  uninhabited,  and  of  no  value  to  any 
one.  If  therefore  it  cannot  be  made  available  by  let- 
ting, it  must  be  by  sale. 

I  do 
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I  do  Dot  feel  pressed  by  the  objection  that  the  other        1858. 
grantees  are  not  parties;  their  rights  are  the  same  as 
the  Plaintiff's,  and  they  must  be  served,  and  I  must 
make  the  best  title  I  can. 

I  must  inquire  who  are  entitled  to  the  rent-charges, 
direct  an  account  of  the  arrears  and  a  sale  of  sufficient 
to  pay  the  arrears  and  costs,  and  continue  the  receiver. 


Note. — See  Nmh  v.  Ffyn,  1  Jona  Sf  L.  162;  Stamper  v.  Picker- 
wg,  9  Simons,  176;  Bentiey  v.  Burdon,  2  Sim.  Sf  Si.  519;  Fay  v. 
Fay,  5  Law  Rec.  (N.  S.)  198;  Manfy  y.  Hawkini,  1  Dr.  4  Walsh, 
363;  Roberts  v.  Hughes,  Beatty,  426. 


AUDSLEY  V.  HORN.  ^^'  12, 13. 

Dec.  4. 
npHE  testator,  being  entitled  to  a  leasehold  property  Bequest  of 

-■-      in  Hansard  Place,  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  ^^^^\f^  ^^ 

ninety-five  years,  by  his  will  expressed  himself  in  these  at  her  death, 
,  to  B.  and  her 

words :—  chUdren  ;  but 

if  thev  should 

"  I  leave  Hansard  Place,  Blackfriars,  to  my  daughter  ^J^^'^^C 
Mary  Rossiter  during  her  life,  and  at  her  death  to  her  B.  had  no 
daughter  Amelia  Rossiter  and  Amelia  Rossiter* s  chil-  death  of  the  ^ 
dren ;  but  if  they  should  die  without  issue,  in  that  case  testator  or  in 
the  property  to  be  divided  between  William  Hansard,  Heid,  that  B. 

John  Tuttle  and  John  Larry,  and  Maria  Larry  J'  ^\  ^^^  1»!«» 

"  *'  witn  remain- 

der to  her 

The  testator  died  about  the  year  1818.     In  July,  ^^'^^^'"^  t|,^t 

1834,  Amelia  Rossiter  married  Joseph  Horn,  and  in  Wild*sCase{6 

j^         ,        Co.  Rep.)  does 
JJecember,  not  apply  to 

personalty. 

Where  both  a  parent  and  his  children  are  objects  of  a  bequest  of  personalty,  the 
tendency  of  modem  decisions  is,  to  construe  the  limitations  as  a  gift  to  the  parent  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  children. 

In  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  deed  and  those  claiming  under 
them  ought  alone  to  be  made  parties. 

o2 
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1868.        December^  1834,  Horn  and  his  wife  mortgaged  the  pro- 
^■^^.-'^       perty  to  Audsley. 

AUDtLIT 
V. 

Horn.  Mary  Rassiter  died  in  January^  1836,  at  which  time 

there  was  no  issue  oi  Amelia  Horn. 

Horn  died  in  1857,  leaving  six  children  by  his  wife 
Amelia. 

The  question  in  this  suit,  which  prayed  both  a  decla- 
ration of  rights  and  a  foreclosure,  was,  what  interest 
Amelia  Horn  and  her  children  took  in  the  property 
under  the  above  bequest. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cory  for  the  Plaintiff. 
First,  this  bequest  to  Amelia  Rossiter  and  her  children, 
and  if  they  should  die  without  issue,  over,  gives  a  quasi 
estate  tail  to  her,  on  the  authority  of  Wild's  Case  (a), 
where  it  was  held,  that  a  devise  to  JB,  and  to  his  chil- 
dren or  issue,  B.  having  no  issue  at  the  time  of  the 
devise,  is  an  estate  tail,  otherwise  where  he  has  issue  at 
the  time.  Wild's  Case  is  applicable  to  personal  estate; 
Stokes  V.  Heron  (i),  and  a  quasi  estate  tail  is  equivalent 
to  an  absolute  interest  in  personalty;  Chandless  v. 
Price  (c).  Secondly*  She  took  concurrently  with  her 
children  in  joint  tenancy ;  and  there  having  been  tio 
child  living  when  the  estate  fell  into  possession,  she 
took  the  whole,  for  the  interests  of  joint  tenants  must 
vest  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Fischer,  for  Mrs.  Honij  submitted  to  a  decree^ 
but  he  objected  that  the  evidence  entered  into  by  the 
Plaintiff  was  unnecessary,  his  title  being  admitted  by 
Mrs.  Horn. 

Mr. 

(a)  6  Rep.  17.  (6)  12  CI.  ^  Fin.  179.  (c)  3  Fct.  9S. 
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Mr.  Eddis  for  the  children.  The  principle  of  Wildt$ 
Que  is  inapplicable  to  persomd  property;  Heron  ▼. 
Stokes  (a) ;  Buff  car  v.  Bradford  (&) ;  Store  ▼.  Maule  (c) ; 
Snowball  v.  Procter  {d).  The  reason  of  the  rule  is 
stated  in  Jarman  on  Wills  (f\  and  it  is  diewn  (/)  that 
no  necessity  exists  for  applying  it  to  personalty.  If 
WiUTs  Case  be  applicable,  still  the  words  of  this  bequest 
are,  **  if  they  shall  die  without  issue/'  that  is,  if  Amelia 
and  her  children  should  die  without  issue,  and  this 
would  confer  a  quasi  estate  tail,  not  only  on  the  mother, 
but  on  her  children  also. 


1868. 


Secondly.  The  effect  of  this  limitation  is  to  give  an 
estate  for  life  to  the  mother,  with  remainder  to  her 
children.  Such  is  the  tendency  of  modem  decisions, 
and  was  most  probably  the  intention  of  the  testator; 
Ooldnejf  v.  Crabb  (g) ;  Gordon  v.  Whieldon  (A) ;  Daw- 
son ▼.  Bourne  {i)\  Jeffery  ▼.  De  Vitre{k)'y  Jarman  on 
Wills  (I).    Doe  V,  Bradley  (m)  was  also  cited. 

Mr.  Cory  in  reply. 


I%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  to  foreclose  mortgage  securities  dated 
the  6th  December,  1843,  and  the  24th  of  March,  1852. 
As  an  ordinary  rule,  nothing  can  be  well  determined, 
in  such  a  suit,  but  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  mo^- 
gage,  and  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  deed,  or  thdU 
claiming  under  them,  should  alone  be  parties  to  the 

cause. 


(a)  2  Dm.  4-  W.  101. 
(6)  2  Atk.  220. 
(e)  2  ^imofii,  490. 

(d)  2  r.  *  C.  C.  478. 

(e)  Vol.  2,  page  327. 
(/)  Page  334. 


(g)  19  Beat).  338. 

(h)  11  Beav.  170. 

(t)  16fira«.29. 

(k)  24  Beav.  296. 

(0   VoL  2,  page  3Zi  (2nd  ed.). 

(«)  16  Eatt,  399. 
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185&  CBooe.  Boty  bw  a  species  of  anrmngement,  or  at  least 
bj  a  proeeedmg  oa  the  part  of  the  Plaintifi*,  acquiesced 
m  br  the  IMeodaaiSv  persona  not  parties  to  the  mort- 
fs^  are  oiade  Defrnriants  to  the  bill,  for  the  purpose 
of  ai^oin^  and  haviiie  determined  a  question  arising 
apoa  the  wdi  of  Tkaam  HoMMord^  as  to  what  estate  or 
intnest  AmtSa,  RtMuUtr  took  in  certain  leaseholds^ 
vbkb  are  the  subject  of  die  mortgage,  and  which  were 
beifueatbeii  to  ber  h%  the  testator.  Whatever  her  in* 
tefoic  wasy  the  whole  of  tbat  interest  has  been  mortgaged 
to  the  Ptatntxdrand  b  the  saliject  of  his  mortgage. 

The  vcni»  >if  the  will^  so  &r  as  they  relate  to  this 
ssbiecc.  ace  these : — *^  I  leave  Hamsard  Place,  Black- 
/nurK.  xu  ST  iait^cer  Jtary  Rouiier  during  her  life, 
ami  at  her  death  tt>  ber  daughter  ilaK&i  RouiUr  and 
^■ar&4E  BiMtibtri  children;  but  if  they  should  die 
withoat  ssioe.  ca  that  case  the  property  to  be  divided 
betweeu  HTStfai  Smmrd^Joim  Trnttb,  and  JoJkm  Larry 
ami  jr«cri<  LaBr^nT 

The  ^uesc&xt  is*,  vbat  estate  these  words  gave  to 
AimMi  RiiMitr^  The  ^lA  v  to  her  and  her  children, 
bat  if  thev  ^hvHiIfi  «iie  witboot  issae^  then  over.  Awtelia 
Amr^  had  Qc  chHdxen  at  the  date  of  the  will,  or  at 
the  date  of  ^  iescaftx^s  deaths  or  at  the  date  of  the 
dnch  cf  Jbrj  ii;w»drr«  ami  it  s  coateoded,  that  this 
k  either  a  <{««  estate  cul  tn  AmtBa  Raaiter,  npon  the 
pracspie  of  WluT^r  daw  v^\  or  that  it  b  an  estate  to 
Ame&M,  Amsmt  aod  ber  childxett  ^  joint  tenants,  and 
that  apoa  the  bbtter  ;»»iflKpta»«  »  tbete  was  no  child 
afine  at  the  time  when  dte  $id  Q>7k  e&ct,  ^sKfia  22oi- 
Ater  tcok  the  whck  absciUteiv. 


I  chink  that  WiUTs  Cobm  does  not  apply  here.    The 


,«)  ♦  lisp,  i: 
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devise  there,  according  to  the  report  in  6  Mep,  17,  was        1858. 
to  Rowland  Wild  and  his  wife,  and  after  their  decease 
to  their  children.     Here  the  gift  is  to  Amelia  Rossiter 
and  her  children,  but  if  they  should  die  without  issue, 
then  over,   and  this  distinction   seems   to  have   been 

commented  on  in  the  case  of  Stokes  v.  Heron  (a),  at 
least  according  to  St,  Leonards'  note  of  that  case  in  his 
comments  upon  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  (b). 
But  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case,  except  that 
of  Stokes  V.  Heron,  where  it  has  been  laid  down,  or 
even  stated  obiter,  that  the  rule  in  WikTs  Case  applied 
to  personal  estate.  In  the  case  of  Stokes  v.  Heron,  this 
point  was  not  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords,  although 
Lord  Brougham  expressed  his  opinion  to  that  effect 
strongly;  he  thought  that  the  rule  applied  equally  to 
personal  estate  as  well  as  to  real  estate.  But  it  should 
be  observed,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  decision 
in  that  case,  and  that  the  applicability  of  this  rule  to 
bequest  of  personalty  has  been  disputed  in  a  great 
variety  of  cases,  such  as  Knight  v.  Ellis  (c) ;  Buffar  v. 
Bradford  (d),  and  Stone  v.  Maule  (e). 

Upon  a  review  of  the  whole  of  the  cases  upon  this 
subject,  I  think  that,  setting  aside  some  contradictory 
decisions,  which  it  is  not  very  easy  to  reconcile,  the 
tendency  of  modern  decisions  has  been,  in  cases  like  the 
present,  to  hold  that,  in  personalty,  the  bequest  gives 
an  interest  for  life  to  the  mother,  with  an  interest  in 
remainder  to  the  children.  Thus  in  Crawford  v.  Trot- 
ter (/),  a  bequest  to  one  and  her  children  was  held  to 
give  an  interest  for  life  to  the  mother,  with  remainder  to 
her  children  ;  and  in  Morse  v.  Morse  {g\  a  bequest  of 

a  sum 

(a)  12  CL  if  Fin.  183.  (e)  2  Sim.  490. 

(6)  Page  236.  (J)  4  Mad.  361. 

(c)  2  Bro.  a  C,  570.  (g)  2  Sim.  485. 
{d)  2  Atk.  220. 


-.1 


200 


1868. 


CAS£S  IN  CHANCERY. 

a  sum  of  money  to  the  testator's  daughter  and  her  chil- 
dren was  held  to  give  an  interest  for  life  in  the  daughter, 
with  remainder  to  all  her  children. 

I  certainly  cannot  say,  that  case$  are  not  to  be  found 
in  the  books  which  it  is  not  easy  entirely  to  reconcile 
with  this  view  of  the  subject;  but  I  think  that  the  view 
I  have  stated  is  that  which  is  most  consistent  with  the 
line  of  modem  cases  and  their  tendency,  and  generally 
most  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the 
testator  in  these  cases.  [  also  find  that  I  have,  upon 
two  former  occasions,  adopted  the  same  view,  viz.  in 
Dawson  v.  Bourne  (a),  and  in  Jeffery  v.  De  Vitre  (6). 

In  this  case,  certainly,  1  am  of  opinion,  that  the  be- 
quest must  be  construed  to  give  a  life  interest  to  Amelia. 
Rossiter  only,  and  that  upon  her  death  the  leaseholds 
are  to  be  divisible  among  her  children ;  consequently, 
all  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  foreclose  is,  the  life  interest 
of  Amelia  Horn,  formerly  Rossiter. 

Therefore,  as  against  the  Defendants  who  have  been 
added  by  amendment,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  both 
because  they  are  not  parties  to  the  mortgage  deed,  and 
also  because  the  only  question  on  account  of  which 
they  have  been  made  parties  has  been  decided  in  their 
favor. 


As  against  the  Defendant  Amelia  Horn,  I  must  make 
the  usual  decree  for  foreclosure,  but  I  am  of  opinion  I 
must  accede  to  the  application  of  Mr.  Fischer  upon  the 
subject,  and  except  from  that  decree  the  costs  of  the 
evidence  gone  into  by  the  Plaintiff,  which,  as  against 
the   Defendants   added   by  amendment,  who  are  not 

affected 

(a)  16  Beav.  29.  (6)  24  fieav.  296. 
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affected  by  the  mortgage  deed^  was  unnecessary ,  and  1858. 
as  respects  the  Defendant  Amelia  Rossiter,  afterwards 
Amelia  Ham,  was  improper^  as  she  admitted^  without 
qualification,  the  full  title  of  the  Plaintiff.  In  truths 
all  this  evidence  was  gone  into  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
proving  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff  as  against  the  other 
Defendants,  who  had  either  not  admitted,  or  were  inca- 
pable of  admitting,  the  facts  alleged  by  the  Plaintiff. 
But  as  against  the  Defendant  Amelia  Horn,  the  expense 
of  this  evidence  cannot  be  allowed,  for  she  admitted  the 
facts  alleged;  and  as  against  the  other  Defendants  it 
cannot  be  allowed,  inasmuch  as  the  bill  of  the  Plaintiff 
wholly  fails  against  them,  and  they  are  accordingly  en- 
titled to  have  it  dismissed.  In  other  respects,  there 
must  be  the  usual  decree  for  foreclosure. 

I  do  not  think  it  will  be  right  that  I  should  make 
any  declaration  upon  the  subject  unless  the  Defendants 
ask  it. 
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EVANS  r.  ANGELL. 

Dec.  17,  20. 
A  testator  de-   rilHE  testator  Benedict  John  Angell  died  in  1866* 

vised  all  the        JL 
freeholds  to 

which  he  By  his  will,  he  "  gave  and  devised  all  the  freehold, 

titled  at  his  copyhold  and  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  tenements 
decease,  "situ-  ^nd  hereditaments  to  which  he  might  be  entitled  at  his 

ate  lu  the  .  .  .  ,       7.  >r^        .  •        i 

parish  of  C,  decease,  situate  m  the  parish  of  Crotvnurst,  in  the 
with  their  ap-  county  of  Surrey,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  and 
ffe/</,itdidiiot  to  the  use  of"  four  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
tnd  Fn^two^     upon  trust  for  the  Plaintiff  for  life,  and  after  his  decease 

other  parishes,  upon  trust  for  his  first  and  other  sons, 
which  had  al- 
ways beeu  let 

with  the  lands  The  testator,  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  was  seised  in 
farm'  and  oc-  ^^^  simple  of  an  estate  in  the  parishes  of  Crowhurst, 
cupied  by  the  Limpsfield  and  Lingfield,  in  the  county  of  Surret/y  con- 
As  to  what  sisting  of  about  one  hundred  and  four  acres  of  land,  of 

extent  extrin-  ^hich  ninety-three  acres  were  in  the  parish  of  Crowhurst, 
SIC  evidence  is  "^  ^ 

admissible  in  two  acres  in  Limpsfield  and  eight  and  a  half  acres  in  Ling^ 
sue   a  case,      jj^id.  The  question  was,  whether  the  land  in  the  parishes 

of  Limpsfield  and  Lingfield  passed  under  this  devise. 

The  solicitor  of  the  testator,  in  his  evidence,  stated 
as  follows : — ^'  The  testator  was  well  aware  of  the  fact, 
that  his  estate  was  situate  in  the  three  parishes  of  Croto- 
hursty  Limpsfield  and  Lingfield,  and  was  accustomed, 
when  speaking  of  the  above-mentioned  estate,  to  call  it 
.  '  Crowhurst*  or  the  *  Crowhurst  Estate/  " 


The  witness  said,  he  believed  the  testator,  in  the  above 
devise,  intended  to  include  the  lands  and  hereditaments 
held  and  occupied  therewith,  situated  in  the  parishes  of 
Limpsfield  and  Lingfield.     He  said,  that  the  said  lands 

and 
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and  hereditaments  bad  always  hitherto  been  let  as  one        1858. 
farm  and  occupied  by  one  and  the  same  tenant. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
argued^  that  the  lands  in  question  passed  by  the  devise. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  Jessel,  Mr.  G.  L.  Russell,  Mr.  Bird 
and  Mr.  Turner,  contrd,  argued  that  parol  evidence  of 
intention  was  inadmissible;  and,  secondly,  that  these 
words  were  not  sufficient  to  pass  the  adjoining  lands  in 
different  parishes ;  Doe  v.  Chichester  (a) ;  Richetts  v. 
Turquand  (6)  ;  Horwood  v.  Griffith  (c)  ;  Boocher  v. 
Samford  {d) ;  Newton  v.  Lucas  (^e);  Hobson  v.  Black-- 
bum  (/)  ;  Gauntlett  v.  Carter  (^). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  present  impression  is,  that  this  devise  will  not 
carry  the  property  in  Limpsfield  or  Lingfield.  He  de- 
vises ''all  the  freeholds/'  &c.  &c.  ''  to  which  he  might 
be  entitled  at  his  decease,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Crow^ 
hurst,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,''  If  it  had  stopped 
there,  there  would  be  an  end  of  the  question ;  the  cases 
are  too  strong.  If  he  had  said  **  the  Crowhurst 
estate,"  it  would  be  treated  in  a  different  manner.  But 
he  adds  *'  with  their  appurtenances,''  that  is,  with  the 
appurtenances  to  his  lands  ''  situate  in  the  parish  of 
Crowhurst."  On  looking  at  the  map,  it  appears  that 
there  is  only  one  piece  of  land  in  Lingjield,  which 
is  adjacent  to  the  Crowhurst  property,  and  which  just 
touches  it.  There  are  two  other  pieces,  a  good  way  off, 
in  the  parish  of  Lingjield,  and  four  other  pieces  of  land, 

at 

(a)  4  Bom.  65.  (f)  6  Sim.  64  ;  1  Myl.  Sf  Cr. 

(b)  I  H.ofL.  Cat.  490.  391. 

(c)  4  De  'G.,  M.  ^  G.  700.  (/)  1  Myt.  if  K.  671. 
{(i)  Cro.  EliM.  113.  (^)  17  Beav.  686. 
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1868.       at  a  distance  in  Limpsfidd.    None  of  these  actually 
^^  adjoin  the   Crawhurst  property  except  one,  and  it  is 

«.  very  difficult  to  say,  that  they  are  appurtenant,  in  the 

ordinary  senae  of  the  word*  to  lands  in  Crowhunt. 

I  will  look  at  the  decisions  as  to  the  word  ''ap- 
partenanceSy"  and  also  consider  what  extrinsic  evidence 
is  properly  admissible.  Prima  facie  evidence  of  inten- 
tion would  not  be  admissible. 

From  the  evidence,  it  is  highly  probable  the  testator 
intended  to  pass  ''  the  Crawhurst  estate,''  but  he  has 
only  devised  the  lands  '^  to  which  he  might  be  entitled 
at  his  decease  situate  in  the  parish  of  OrawkuntJ* 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Dee.  20.  So  far  as  this  depends  on  anything  but   the  word 

**  appurtenances,"  it  is  clear,  that  the  pieces  in  the  two 
adjoining  parishes  do  not  pass.  Some  doubt  might 
have  arisen,  if  he  had  called  it ''  his  Crowhurst  estate," 
but  as  he  devises  his  lands,  tec.  '' situate  in  the  parish  of 
Crowhurst,*'  on  these  words  it  is  clear,  that  the  outlying 
pieces  would  not  pass.  The  authorities  on  this  point 
are  clear,  and  the  distinction  is  taken  in  Richetts  v. 
TurquamHa),  where  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  course 
of  his  judgment,  says,  **  If  he  (a  testator)  describes 
lands  in  a  particular  parish  by  a  particular  name, 
or  in  a  particular  locality,  you  cannot  go  into  evi- 
dence to  shew  he  meant,  by  the  general  appella- 
tion, to  include  something  out  of  it ;  yon  cannot  do 
that  without  contradicting  the  express  terms  used. 
Here  is  a  term  which  included  more  or  less  land,  ac- 
cording 

(a)  1  H.ofL.  Cm.  490. 
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cording  to  what  was  meant  by  the  term  used,  and  all  1858. 
we  are  in  search  of  is  the  particular  meaning  of  the 
eipression  which  is  nsed.  It  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  we  have  found  that  upon  this  will,  and  that  there 
is  not  the  least  doubt  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has 
come  to  a  right  conclusion."  This  is  consistent  with 
the  other  authorities,  Doe  d.  Oxenden  t.  Chiches" 
ter{a). 

Therefore,  if  these  pieces  of  land  pass  at  all,  they 
most  do  so  under  the  word  *'  appurtenances.*'  This 
is  a  question  of  another  character,  and  depends,  to 
some  extent,  on  a  different  class  of  cases,  and  requires 
a  separate  examination.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that  the  word  here  is  simply  **  appurtenances," 
not  **  lands  appertaining  to,"  or  any  equivalent  words. 
It  must,  therefore,  be  distinguished  from  that  class  of 
cases  which  rest  on  such  words.  This  distinction  is 
taken  in  Heam  v.  Allen  (6) — IHis  Honor  stated  it.'] 

The  word  '*  appurtenances"  has  a  distinct  and  definite 
meaning,  and  though  it  may  be  enlarged  by  the  context, 
yet  the  burthen  of  proof  lies  on  those  who  so  contend. 
Primd  facie,  it  imports  nothing  more  than  what  is 
strictly  appertaining  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  devise 
or  grant,  and  which  would,  in  truth,  pass  without  being 
specially  mentioned.  The  cases  in  which  the  word 
**  appurtenances"  used  in  a  will  has  been  extended  be- 
yond this  are  not  few,  but  I  think  that  they  all  rest  on 
peculiar  circumstances  belonging  to  each  case.  The 
first  case  is  Boocher  v.  Samford  (c),  there  the  descrip- 
tion was  held  to  mean  all  that  H.  B.  occupied,  and  as 

the 

(a)  4  Dow.  65.  (r)  Cro.  £/if.  113. 

{b)  Cro.  Car.  57. 
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1868.  the  rent  was  increased,  and  as  it  all  passed  by  one  grant, 
this  seemed  to  be  reasonable*  The  next  case  is  Doe  d. 
Lemprierey,  Martin{a) — [His  Honor  stated  if] — ^There  it 
appeared  that  the  testator  had  actually  laid  the  ground 
in  question  into  and  made  it  a  part  of  the  court  yard 
of  the  house  devised.  I  think  it  must  be  held,  that  this 
was  property  made  by  him  an  '*  appurtenance"  to  the 
house  devised.  It  is  true,  that  this  was  held  under  a 
diiTerent  title,  but  this  I  think  will  not  get  over  the 
other  very  material  circumstance.  It  decided  nothing 
more  than,  that  by  the  words,  ''  outhouse,  garden  and 
appurtenances  belonging  to  the  messuage/'  the  whole 
of  the  court  yard  passed. 

The  next  case  is  Bitch  d.  Whalley  v.  Nvrton  (&),  where 
the  question  was  whether  sixty-four  acres  passed  under 
a  devise  of  house  and  the  lands  held  and  enjoyed  there- 
with with  the  appurtenances. 

These  are  the  cases  which  principally  bear  on  this 
subject;  there  are,  however,  some  other  cases  which 
bear  indirectly  on  this  point,  the  first  is  Hobson  v. 
Slackburn  (c) ;  the  next  is  Arkell  v.  Fletcher  (d),  which 
is  a  stronger  case  than  the  one  before  me. 

There  is  a  still  further  class  of  cases  which  must  be  dis- 
tinguished from  those  to  which  I  have  already  referred, 
where  the  words  are  not  simply  '*  appurtenances,"  but 
**  lands  appurtenant"  or  **  lands  appertaining  thereto," 
and  the  like.  They  rest  on  a  totally  different  footing, 
and  if  these  had  been  the  words  used  here,  I  should 
have  held,  on  the  authority  of  Ongley  v.  Chambers  (e), 

Doe 

(a)  2  W.  Bl.  1143.  {d)  10  Sim.  299. 

'^   «•  P.  53.  (f )  1  Bing,  483. 
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Doe  d.  Oore  v.  Langton  (a),  and  that  class  of  cases,  that  1858. 
the  outlying  pieces  of  land  in  the  adjoining  parishes 
would  have  passed,  but  here  the  word  is  simply  ^'ap- 
purtenances/' Primd  facie,  that  must  be  held  to  have 
the  restricted  meaning  of  appurtenant  to  the  lands  de- 
vised, and  I  find  nothing  in  the  will  to  extend  that  con- 
struction. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  say  anything  about  the  ad- 
mission of  extrinsic  evidence,  because,  after  it  is  admitted, 
my  opinion  remains  the  same,  but  the  only  evidence 
which  could  be  properly  admitted  here  is  the  evidence  of 
the  position  and  situation  of  these  lands,  and  the  manner 
in  which  they  were  held  by  and  under  the  testator. 

I  retain  the  opinion  which  I  expressed  at  the  hear- 
ing, that  the  outlying  pieces  of  lands  in  the  two  adjoin- 
ing parishes  of  Limptsfield  and  Lingfield  do  not  pass 
under  the  words  of  this  devise. 

(a)  2  B.i  Ad.  680. 


In  re  WARD'S  LEGACY. 

Dec,  21. 

UNDER  the  will  of  a  testator  who  died  in  1847,  the  BonAfide  sale 
Petitioner  Samuel  P.   Ward  was  entitled  to  a  jJopTitrb^y ' 
legacy  of  1,400Z,  contingently  on  his  surviving  his  wife,  the  creditors' 
He  had,  in  1855,  mortgaged  the  legacy  to  the  Edinburgh  without  the    ' 
Life  Insurance  Company  for  500/.,  and  also  to  a  Mr.  *^2"f"™J!5®  , 

_  _  ,,,i,.  ,o«    of  the  Official 

Braum,     He  was  declared   bankrupt  in  April,  1857,  Assignee,  held 
and  Mr.  Roffe  was  appointed  creditors'  assignee,  and 
Mr.  Patrick  Johnson  official  assignee. 

In  January,  1858,  Samuel  P.  Ward  obtained  his  cer- 
tificate, and  the  insurance  company,   to  whom  500/. 

and 
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1858.  ^^^  ^  considerable  arrear  o(  interest  was  due,  having 
threatened  to  sell  the  contingent  legacy,  Samuel  P. 
Ward  entered  into  a  negociation  with  Mr.  Roffe,  the 
creditors'  assignee,  for  the  purchase  of  the  assignees* 
interest  therein.  That  interest  was  valued  by  an 
actuary  at  616/.  and  the  mortgages  on  it  amounted  to 
about  600/. 

Ultimately,  Roffe  signed  an  agreement,  dated  the 
9th  of  February,  1868,  for  the  sale  of  that  interest  to 
Samuel  P.  Ward  for  the  sum  of  35/.,  payable  on  the 
lOth  of  July,  1858.  The  official  assignee  did  not  join 
in  the  contract. 

The  Petitioner's  wife  Mrs.  Ward  died  on  the  10th  of 
March,  1858,  and  the  legacy  then  became  payable  to 
Samuel  P.  Ward  and  his  assignees. 

On  the  9th  of  July,  1858,  Samuel  P.  WarcTs  solicitor 
produced  the  agreement  and  tendered  the  purchase- 
money  of  35/.  to  Mr.  Patrick  Johnson,  the  official  as- 
signee, but  he  refused  to  receive  it,  on  the  ground  that 
the  sale  had  not  been  concurred  in  or  consented  to  by 
him  or  by  the  commissioner,  and  therefore  was  not 
binding  on  him.  Thereupon,  Samuel  P.  Ward,  on  the 
10th  of  July,  1858,  tendered  the  sum  of  35/.  to  Mr. 
Roffe,  who  accepted  the  same  and  indorsed  a  receipt  on 
the  agreement. 

Samuel  P.  Ward  haying  given  notice  of  the  agree- 
ment to  the  trustees  of  the  fund,  they  paid  it  into  Court 
under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act.  Samuel  P.  Ward  now 
presented  a  petition  praying  that  his  mortgagees  might 
be  paid  out  of  the  fund,  and  that  the  surplus  might  be 
paid  to  him. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Parker,  in  support  of  the  186H. 
petition,  relied  on  Hughes  v.  Morris  (a),  where  it  was 
held  by  Sir  George  Turner,  that  the  official  assignee 
was  bound  by  contracts  entered  into  by  the  company's 
assignees.  They  also  referred  to  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106, 
8s.  40,  49. 

Mr.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Parker,  for  Mr.  Roffe. 

Mr.  Speed  and  Mr.  Sheffield,  for  mortgagees. 

Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  trustees, 

Mr.  Higgins,  for  the  official  assignees,  argued,  first, 
that  a  contract  entered  into  by  the  trade  assignee  alone 
was  not  binding;  and,  secondly,  that  this  was  not  such 
a  contract  as  the  Court  would  enforce,  being  a  purchase 
of  a  reversionary  interest  for  a  small  sum,  payable  at 
a  future  period. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  contract  of 
the  creditors'  assignee  was  binding  and  not  affected  by 
the  early  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  That  having 
been  entered  into  after  negotiation  and  valuation,  and 
not  being  impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  any 
inadequacy  of  consideration,  it  must  be  acted  on,  and 
that  the  order  must  be  made  as  prayed. 

(a)  9  Hare,  645. 


VOL.  XXVI. 
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1858. 


SMITH  r.  ACTON. 

Dec.  17. 

A te.tator died  i;§rALTHALL    RIDGWAY    SMITH    died    in 

^  ^   j^.^  1818,  and  letters  of  administration,  with  his  will 

administrator,  annexed,  were,  in  1821,  granted  to  John  Acton,     His 

and  placed  children  were  entitled   to  his  residuary  estate.     John 

them  in  a  Acton  got  in  certain  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the 

bank,  to  an  . 

account—  testator,  and  thereby  realized  the  sum  of  600/.,  which  he 

"  J.B.  8  trus-  pg^^j  jj^^Q  ^i^g  bank  of  Messrs.  Kinnersley  k  Co.  to  an 
where thepr  account  intituled  "  Mr.  John  Actons  trustee,  600/." 
^  2^ied^  '  This  sum  had  not  been  since  dealt  with,  but  still  re- 
in 1853,  and  maiued  in  the  bank  at  interest,  at  21,  per  cent  and 
Btituted  by  ^^^^  its  accumulations  it  now  amounted  to  the  sum  of 

theadminis-  about  1,060/. 
trator  ae  boms 
non  of  the 
original  tes- 
tator against  In  1852,  the  children  of  the  testator  applied  to  John 

ti*v*erof  T  B*  -^^^^'*  ^^^  ^^  account  of  their  father's  estate,  and  a  cor- 

and  the  respondence  ensued  between  him  and  their  solicitors, 

cover  the  fund  ^^^'^h  produced  no  result;  in  the  course  of  the  corres- 

the  represenia-  pondence,  however,  it  was  stated,  that  the  money  was 

tivesofXB.  :      ,     ,       ,      ^  ,-             ^.          /       L    t^      , 

set  up  the  1"  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Kinnersley^  the  bankers. 

Statute  of 
Limitations, 

but  the  bank-  j^^^  4^^^^,  djej  '^^  August,  1853.    After  his  decease, 

ers  were  wil-  ...                      . 

ling  to  pay  administration  de  bonis  non  of  the  estate  and  effects  of 

Sf/rthatVhT  ^^^'Aa//  RiJgway  Smith  was  granted  to  the  Plaintiff, 

stotutewasin-  who  instituted  this  suit  in  1858  against  the  represen- 

and  a  decree  Natives  of  John  Acton  and  a  Mr.  Meigh,  (the  represen- 

was  made  for  tative  of  the  surviving  banker,)  praying:  a  declaration, 

the  Plaintiff.  n  1                          '     r     j     o                               > 

Held,  aUo,  that  the  sum  of  1,060/.  formed  part  of  the  estate  of 

that  in  such  s^jY^  a„j  ^i^^t  j^^^  ^^^^^  jjgjj  ^j^g  g^j^g  j^  ^^^^^  f^j. 
a  suit,  tne 

representatives  the  persons  entitled  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  tes- 

not  be  charged  ^^*^'*-     "^^^^  the  principal  sum  paid  into  the  bank  of 

with  interest.  Kinnersky 
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Kinnersley  tc  Co.,  together  with  interest  thereon  at  5/. 
per  cent,  with  annual  rests,  ought  to  be  paid  to  the 
PlaintifT,  as  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the  tes- 
tator Smith,  to  be  administered  by  him.  That  the  sum 
of  1,060/.  with  interest  from  the  28th  of  February,  1853, 
might  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Defendant  Meigh, 
and  that  the  difference  between  what  should  be  paid  by 
Meigh,  and  the  amount  of  the  said  principal  and  interest 
with  annual  rests,  might  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the 
other  Defendants. 
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The  bill  alleged,  *'  that  John  Acton  was  a  trustee  for 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  residuary  legatees,  as  to  the 
said  sum  of  1,060/.  paid  by  him  into  or  left  by  him  in 
the  hands  of  Messrs.  Kinnersley,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  other  residuary  legatees  of  the  testator  were 
entitled  to  the  sum  of  1,060/.,  together  with  interest 
thereon,  as  part  of  the  clear  residuary  estate  of  the 
testator  appropriated  by  John  Acton,  for  such  residuary 
legatees.'* 

''That  although  the  1,060/.  was  or  is  standing  in  the 
name  of  John  Acton,  it  formed  no  part  of  his  estate, 
but  was  and  is  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator 
WalthaU  Ridgway  Smith,  as  the  said  John  Acton  had 
acknowledged." 

The  representatives  of  John  Acton  relied  on  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  and  insisted  that  he  was  not  a 
trustee  for  the  residuary  legatees. 


Mr.  Meigh  admitted  payment  into  the  bank  of  three 
sums  of  money,  in  1827,  1831  and  1833,  to  the  credit 
oi  John  Acton,  and  which,  with  interest,  now  amounted 
to  1,027/.,  and  he  was  willing  to  pay  it,  on  receiving  a 
sufficient  acquittance  and  discharge  for  the  same. 

p2  Mr. 


Sum 
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1858.  Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  SUmtf  Smiik,  fbr  the 

tiffy  argued  first,  that  this  was  a  trust  fond  asd  was 
earnaarkedy  that  it  now  belonged  to  the  represeotatiTes 

AcTos.  Qf  Swnii^  that  the  Sutate  of  Limitatioiis  was  inappli- 
cable, and  that  the  case  had  been  taken  oat  of  the 
statute  by  the  correspoDdence. 

Mr.  C.  Saxnuloa,  Jan.,  for  Act&m^s  ezecntors,  argoed 
that  the  claim  was  barred  by  the  statute,  aad  that  the 
case  had  not  been  taken  oat  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  by  what  had  occurred. 

Mr.  Jokn  Simarty  for  Meigk^  submitted  to  act  6s  the 
Court  might  direct,  and  asked  for  his  costs. 

As  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations^  the  foUowing  cases 
were  cited: — Stamsfield  r.  Hobsom(a);  l\iBock  ▼. 
Ihmn  (ft) ;  Rackkam  r.  Marrioti  (c) ;  Pranee  r,  Symp- 
9(m{d);  MorreU  t.  Frith  {e);  GremfkU  t.  Girdlep- 
tone  if). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  there  has  been  some  confusion  during  the 
ailment,  which  makes  it  necessary  to  distinguish  be- 
tween two  classes  of  cases.  If  the  1,060/.  had  been 
mixed  up  with  the  estate  of  John  Acton,  instead  of 
being  separated  from  it,  it  would  then  have  been  ne- 
cessary to  have  an  account  of  Smkh*8  estate  as  against 
the  representatives  of  Acton,  and  if  it  were  made  oat 
that  Acton  bad  retained  the  money  and  had  used  it  for 
his  own  benefit,  his  estate  might  be  chatged  with  in- 
terest, with  or  without  annual  rests.     In  such  a  suit  the 

Statute 

(a)  3  De  G.,  3f.  4  G.  620.  (d)   Kay,  678. 

(b)  Ryan  ^  M,  416.  (r)  3  Mee,  4*  W.  402. 
(f)  2  Exck.  Rrp.  196.                      (/)  2  r.  *  C  (Eir*.)  66S. 
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Statute  of  Limitations  (a)  would  be  properly  pleadable,  1858. 
and  the  question  which  has  been  argued  of  a  subsequent  s^ith 
promise  to  pay  would  then  arise.  v, 

Acton. 

But  if  the  fund  does  not  belong  and  never  did  belong 
to  ActorCs  estate,  but  was  part  of  Smith*$  estate  de- 
po!«ited  with  Messrs.  Kinnersky,  and  the  object  be 
limply  to  recover  it  from  Mr.  Meigh,  then  the  estate 
of  John  Acton  could  not  be  charged  with  interest  and 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  as  regards  his  representatives 
would  not  be  applicable.  The  cases  are  separate  and 
distinct.  It  is  therefore  properly  charged  in  the  bill, 
that  this  money  is  part  of  Smith's  estate,  separated  and 
in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Meigh,  who  is  a  mere  stakeholder. 
The  question  which  arises  is  simply  this : — To  which  of 
the  two  estates  does  it  belong?  that  once  decided,  then 
it  follows  that  the  persons  entitled  to  that  estate  are 
entitled  to  the  money.  I  stopped  the  argument  as  to 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  treating  this  fund  as  in  the 
bands  of  Mr.  Meighy  who  is  the  only  person  who  could 
properly  set  up  that  defence,  and  who  might  say  ''I  am 
entitled  to  it  as  against  all  the  world.'*  But  Mr.  Meigh 
does  not  raise  that  contention  ;  he  disclaims  all  interest 
in  it;  the  fund  therefore  belongs  to  one  of  the  two 
estates,  and  there  is  a  clear  admission  on  the  part  of 
John  Acton,  tliat  it  did  belong  to,  and  was  solely  derived 
from,  SwdtKa  estate. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  money. 
I  cannot  give  the  Actons  any  costs,  but  Mr.  Meigh  must 
have  bis  costs,  for  he  is  a  mere  stakeholder. 

(a)  Sci?  3  4  4  WUL  4,  c.  27,  «.  40. 
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Re  The  DEAN  AND  CHAPTER  OF  WEST- 
MINSTER. 

Re  The  HA>IPSTEAD  JUNCTION  RAILWAY 
H^.  13. «.  COMPANY. 

A  RaOwaj  fTlHE  aboTe  railway  company  bad,  under  the  powers 
•omeiiu^  contained  in  their  acts  (wbicb  incorporated  the 

beloogm^  to     Lands    Claoses    Consolidation    Act)  (a),    taken  .  two 

an  ccdcsu^ 

tical  corpora-  pieces  of  land  at  Hampsiead,  belonging  to  the  Dean 
doo  which  at   ,^  Chapter  of  Westwdmsier. 

the  time  was  let  '^ 

l^j^']^^^^^  The  first  consisted  of  about  eight  acres,  which  had 
at  a  compciH    been  demised  in  1808,  for  the  lives  of  three  persons, 

satioo  oo  the 

principle  of  ^^^  of  the  sanrivor  (all  of  whom  were  living),  at  a 
theleneecofi-  yearly  rent  of  It  12*.    The  second  consisted  of  about 

tinning  to  paj    "^         ^ 

the  rent  re-  one  and  a  half  acre,  which  was  subject  to  an  agreement 
JftCe  The*  ^^^^  '"  1855,  for  a  demise  thereof,  with  other  lands, 
land  being        for  ninety-nine  years,  at  an  aggregate  yearly  rent  of 


231/.  lOi. 


▼aluable  for 
building  pur- 
povet,  and  it  be- 
ing the  custom 
of  the  corpora-      The  Arbitrators,   duly  appointed,  awarded    to    the 

it'TvldlSJc  h  ^^^^  *°^  Chapter  the  sum  of  3,300i,  for  the  absolute 
accepting  tur-  purchase  of  their  estate  and  interest  in  the  eight  acres 
reVantim?  ^^  land,  subject  to  the  lease  of  1808,  and  the  further  sum 
building  leaaefl  of  105/.  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  their  estate  and 

at  a  great  ad-     .,         ^.,  ,         ,,-  t-^.i 

vanceofrent,  interest  in  the  one  and  a  half  acres,  subject  to  the 
*{j®  ^^j*^  °"  agreement  of  1855,  and  3,700/.  by  way  of  compensation 
hfld,  that  the     for  the  damage  or  injury  sustained  or  to  be  sustained 

wfll^mhled  to  ^y  ^^^  Dean  and  Chapter,  by  reason  of  the  execution 
the  dividends  of  the  works  of  the  Company,  and  of  the  severing  of 
pensation  '      ^^^  lands  from  their  other  lands,  or  otherwise  injuriously 

money,  in  ad-    affecting  such  other  lands,  by  making  the  tunnel,  rail- 

dition  to  the  ^  o 

rent  during  way 

pJby  th.  W  «  *  «  ^^'-  '•  '«• 

lease. 
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Re 
The  Deah 


way  and   works.      And   the  arbitrator  stated,  in   his        1868. 
award,  that  he  had   fixed  the  above  amounts  on  the 
principle,  that  the  lessees  were  to  continue  to  pay  the 
whole  of  the  rents  reserved  by  the  lease  of  1808  and  ^^^  Chapter 

•^  OF  We8T- 

by  the  agreement  of  1855  to  the  Dean  and  Chapter      mimitee. 
during  the  residue  of  the  terms. 


The  three  sums,  with  interest,  amounting  to 
7,632/.  ]$,  3 J.,  having  been  paid  into  Court,  the 
Dean  and  Chapter  now  presented  a  petition,  praying 
payment  to  them  of  so  much  of  the  fund  as  consisted 
of  interest,  and  for  payment  to  them  of  the  dividends 
to  accrue  due,  from  time  to  time,  on  the  remainder  of 
the  fund. 


Re 

The 

Hampitead 

Junction 

Railway 

Company. 


The  question  raised  was,  whether,  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (a),  the  Petitioners  were 
entitled,  until  the  expiration  of  the  terms  of  the  leases 
of  1808  and  1855,  to  anything  more  than  the  rent 
stipulated  to  be  paid  by  the  lessees.  The  effect  of  this 
would  be,  to  allow  the  income  to  be  accumulated  during 
those  periods  for  the  benefit  of  the  successors. 

There  was  evidence  to  the  following  effect : — that  the 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Westminster  had,  for  many  years 
past,  refused  to  renew  the  leases  held  on  lives,  with  a 
view  of  improving  their  property,  by  letting  it  out  on 
building  leases  at  the  expiration  of  such  leases,  or  by 

■ 

accepting  surrenders  of  the  leases,  and  regranting  the 
land  on  building  leases  for  ninety-nine  years,  under  the 
powers  of  the  act  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  108. 


The  affidavit  then  specified  three  instances,  in  which 
land  adjoining  that  in  question,  held  of  the  Petitioners 

for 
(a)  8  4-9  Fir/,  c.  18,  M.  70—78. 


n6  CASB  a  cBAScar, 


1«M.       fior  fifvs,  had   hftm  Mmitmimwi  mmi 
^^^^      tdkeo  for  MKtv-oiM  tcml    Ok  of 
Tss  tHjkm     ^'^  fortj-fire  acm,  lad  been  taken  at  a  rental  of  oOOL, 

*'•:  WmT  "^  "  "^^^"^  to  befld  to  d«  «l«  of  20,0001.;  . 
ftccoad  of  twentT-ooe  acres,  at  a  valae  of  231 L  IQs., 


&  auKi  a  third  of  fortT  acres  at  a  rental  of  1,I3CML 

Ta» 


Jm%cit€m  Tiie  witness  stated,  that  from  bb  professiofial  know- 
ledge  of  the  ralae  of  land,  he  knew,  that  the  price 
awaidcd  by  the  arbitrator,  as  compensation  for  the  eight 
acres,  was  awarded  iritb  especial  refi^renee  to  the  capa* 
bility  of  f  ocb  hod  being  tamed  to  accoant  as  boilding 
land,  and  from  the  suitableness  of  its  situation  for  such 
purpose,  aod  the  demand  of  boilding  land  in  the  imme* 
diate  neighbourhood,  an  immediate  market  was  rendered 
almost  a  certainty.  Be  said  that  the  Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners  were  willing  to  promole  svch  arrange* 
mentSy  and  that  in  all  the  aforesaid  cases,  the  reserred 
rents,  on  granting  leases  for  ninety-nine  years,  had,  with 
the  consent  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners^  been 
wholly  paid  to  the  said  Dean  and  Chapter  of  WtsU 
minster. 

That  in  his  opinion,  the  Petitioners,  if  the  dirideods 
on  the  fund  should  be  paid  to  them,  would  only  receifa 
such  benefit  from  the  land  as  they  might  lawfully  bare 
had,  if  it  had  not  been  sold,  but  bad  been  dealt  with  by 
surrender  and  regranf ,  under  the  powers  of  the  act  before 
referred  to. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  for  the  Dean  and  Chapter,  supporter 
the  application. 

Mr.  Speedy  for  the  Company,  argued,  that  the  Pe 
tioners  were  only  entitled  to  the  rents  reserved  by  f 
leases  until  the  expiration  of  the  terms  thereby  granf 
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and   that  the  dividends  must  in  the  interim  be  accu- 
mulated. 

The  following  cases  were  referred  to: — Ex  parte  The 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Gloucester  [a)  \  Ex  parte  The 
Precentor y  ^c,  of  St.  Paul's  (6) ;  and  see  In  re  Steward's 
Estate  (c). 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

On  carefully  reading  over  the  evidence  in  this  case, 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  value  of  the  propeity  was 
estimated  as  of  a  property  in  possession ;  and,  fully 
adopting  the  principle  of  those  cases  which  hold,  that 
where  a  reversion  is  taken  by  a  railway  company,  the 
persons  entitled  in  possession  shall  only  take  so  much 
of  the  dividends  of  the  compensation-money  as  cor-> 
responds  with  the  aniount  which  they  would  have  re- 
ceived if  the  land  had  remained  unconverted,  and  that 
the  rest  is  to  accumulate  for  the  purpose  of  making  up, 
when  the  reversion  falls  into  possession,  the  absolute 
value  of  the  property,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  is 
not  a  case  of  that  description. 

I  think  that,  having  regard  to  the  evidence,  to  the 
mode  of  dealing  with  this  property  and  the  agreements 
that  have  been  entered  into  for  letting  it  on  building 
leases,  by  obtaining  the  surrender  of  existing  leases  for 
lives  for  that  purpose,  this  case  must  be  treated  as 
one  in  which  the  property  has  been  bought  as  in  pos- 
session, and  I  consequently  think  that  the  Dean  and 
Chapter  of  Westminster  are  entitled  to  the  dividends 
upon  this  fund. 

I  have  looked  at,  and  concur  in,  the  cases  upon  this 
subject,  and  I  do  not  mean  to  disturb  them  by  what 
I  now  state. 


1858. 
Re 

The  Dean 
AND  Chapter 
OP  Westmin- 
ster. 

Re 

The 

Hampstbad 

jumctiom 

Railway 

Company. 

^ov.  24. 


(a)  19  LmoJ.{N.S.)  Ch.  400. 
(6)  1  Kay^J.  538. 


(c)  1  Drew.  636. 
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NEWMAN  V.  NEWMAN.    (No.  1.) 
Nim.  8. 

Sotttk  Sen  rr^HE  testatrix  Lucy  Hibbert  bequeathed  as  follows : — 
£^.5^1"  ,.  "  '^^  "^y  ^^^^  sister,  Mrs.  Ann  Newman,  I  leave 

Ctnti,  ir/i^.  on  the  interest  of  2,777/.  4*.  in  the  South  Sea  Stock  and 

P«M  by  th«  2,(J60/.  in  the  £3  :  5s.  per  Cents,  for  her  sole  use  during 

•xprmiou  ^^^  ijf^^  mj J  j^^  i^^jj.  death  I  leave  this  money  in  trust  to  my 

money.'*  niece  Lucy  Newman  to  pay  the  following  legacies :" — 

brq^it^«7ff  *  "  '*'^  "^y  "'^'«  ^^^y  ^^^^^  1  leave  1,777/.  4s.  in  the 

ipvi  iflo  »uma  South  Sea  Stock  and  650/.  in  the  £3  :  5s.  per  CenU." 

Stock  Mild  [^'^^  ^'^^'^  ^ve  other  legacies  of  South  Sea  Stock  and 

/3  ;  a».  |wr  £3 .  5^  p^r  Cents.,  but  which  did  not  exhaust  the  whole, 

Centt.  to  litr  ,    1       o  II  -I        »    J 

•Utrr  for  lift»»  and  proceeded  as  follows  :J — "  l  do  empower  my  sister 

T\\^  \\7w(i  ^^^*  '*'•'*  Newman  and  my  niece  Lucy  Newman,  after 

**  this  iiioiivy  uiy  death,  to  sell  out  any  of  the  residue  of  my  money  in 

illeos' to  imV  ^'^^^  £3:5*.,  over  the  sum  I  have  mentioned,  for  the 

cf*rt«lii  l*M-  payment  of  my  funeral  expenses,  probate  of  will  and 

notVxImutt  any  dobts  I  may  owe;    then,  if  there  is  any  surplus 

the  wlioU.  money,  I  ^ive  it  to  my  niece  Lucy  Newman  for  her  sole 

riled  her  •liter  \\M\     1  appoint  my  sister  Mrs.  Ann  Newman  and  my 

(who"wcro  her  "'<*^'^^  '-•'<'y  Newman  executrixes." 

executrixei)  to 

sell  out  tlio  ,,„  .  1    .1        .1 

residue  of  1  ho  (pioHtion  wtts,  whether  there  was  any  mtestacy 

"  ^r  "1?*?"  i"  rt»8poct  of  the  surplus  of  the  South  Sea  Stock  and 

in  the  iC3 : 5«.      ^         '  ^ 

per  Cents.  £3  :  55.  por  CoutS. 
oTer  the  sum 
she  had  men- 
tioned, for  Mr.  Bathurst,  for  the  Plaintiff:  First.  The  testatrix 

her  debts,  and  having  given  Lucy  Newman  a  specified  portion  of  the 

proceedf^:  |^q  funds,  it  is  inconceivable  that  she  could  have  in- 

<*  then,  if  there  ' 

is  any  surplus  tended 

money,  I  give 

it  to  my  niece  :*'—He/(/,  that  the  niece  took  the  surplus  of  both  the  funds. 
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tended  her  to  take  any  further  portion  of  them.    2ndly,        1858. 

the  words  "  surplus  money"  will  not  pass  the  South  ^^T"^^^^^ 
Sea  Stock  or  the  £3  :  bs.  per  Cents. ;    Ommanney  v.  v. 

Butcher  {a).     3rdly,  the  '' surplus  money"  must  be  re-  ^(^^i\' 
stricted  to  the  residue  of  the  £3  :  bs  per  Cents.,  which 
alone  the  testatrix  authorized  the  sale  of. 

Mr.  Henry  Stevens^  contri. 

The  word  '*  money*'  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  stock ; 
Kendall  v.  Kendall  {b).  The  testatrix  has  interpreted 
her  meaning  of  the  word  "  money ;"  for,  after  referring 
to  the  two  stocks,  she  says,  I  leave  this  money  in  trust 
to  my  niece  Lucy  Newman  ;  the  "  surplus  money"  there- 
fore means  the  whole  surplus  stocks^  and  there  is  no 
intestacy. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  this  will  gives  the  whole  surplus  of  the  two 
funds  to  Lucy  Newman.  If  the  matter  had  stood  on 
the  last  clause  alone,  I  should  have  been  disposed  to 
adopt  the  construction  contended  for  by  Mr.  JBathurst, 
and  to  hold  that  the  residue  of  the  £3  :  5$.  per  Cents. 
alone  passed.  But  I  observe  that  the  testatrix,  through- 
out her  will,  uses  the  words  "  money"  as  synonymous 
with  *' stock.*'  After  giving  a  life  interest  to  her  sister 
in  the  two  stocks,  she  says,  **  and  after  her  death  I  leave 
this  money'*  to  my  niece  in  trust  to  pay  certain  legacies. 
I  think  this  is  a  bequest  of  the  two  funds,  subject  to 
the  payment  of  the  legacies.  Then,  at  the  end  of  the 
will,  she  gives  her  niece  "  any  surplus  money/'  There 
is,  therefore,  a  gift  originally  to  the  niece  of  both  funds 
as  money,  and  a  beneficial  gift  to  her  at  the  end  of 
"  any  surplus  money."  I  think  she  is  entitled  to  the 
surplus  of  both  funds. 

(a)  Turn,  if  Ruts.  260.  (6)  4  Ruu,  360. 
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Bequest  of 
<*  aU  my  bonte- 
bold  luniitiire 
and  rflects, 
plate,  lineii, 
cliiiia,gla«, 
booka,  wear- 
ing appard, 

held  to 
tbe  articles 
eBonierated 
and  otbeiB 
ejiodem  genC" 
ruy  but  not 
tbe  genend 
residue. 


ft 


NEWMAN  V.  NEWMAN.   (No.  2.) 

npHE  testatrix  Ann  Newman  bequeathed  *'all  ber 
"^  household  funiiture  and  effects,  plate,  linen, 
china,  glass,  books,  wearing  apparel,  &c.*'  to  the  De- 
fendant Lucy  Newman,  and  she  appointed  her  sole  ex- 
ecutrix. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1855,  and  the  question  was, 
whether  these  words  passed  her  general  personal  estate, 
or  was  confined  to  things  ejuadem  generis? 

Mr.  Bathurst,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued  that  this  will 
only  passed  'Hhe  household  furniture '*  and  the  other 
articles  enumerated,  together  with  things  ejusdem  gene- 
riSf  and  that  there  was  an  intestacy  as  to  the  rest  of  the 
testatrix's  property.  He  cited  Cook  t.  Oakley  (a),  and 
Attorney- General  v.  Johnstone  (b). 

Mr.  H,  Steoens,  contra.  The  words  *'  et  cmtera " 
mean,  and  all  the  rest,  and  are  sufficient  to  enlarge  the 
previous  word  and  pass  the  general  residue.  The  words 
'^&c."  are  introduced  to  save  further  enumeration  of 
particular  species  of  property,  and  mean  strictly  ''  and 
tbe  restf  Kendall  v.  Kendall  (c).  He  also  cited  The 
Marquis  of  Hertford  v.  Lord  Lowther  (d). 


The  Mastrr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  words  "  &c.*'  are  to  be 
confined  to  things  ejusdem  generis  ;  I  think  it  impossible 


to 


(a)  1  P.  Wmi.  301. 
(6)  Aw^.  577. 


(c)  4  Rust,  370. 
(<0  7  Brav.  I. 


Newman 
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to  treat  them  otherwise,  not  only  on  the  authorities,  but        1858. 
on  the  plain  meaning  of  these  words,  and  the  cases 
cited  rather  confirm  than  weaken  that  impression.     The 
testatrix  bequeaths  "  all   my  household  Furniture  and      ^JS^^'o  ^' 
effects,   plate,   linen,   china,   glass,   wearing   apparel. 
Stopping  here,  there  is  a  mere  gift  of  the  chattels  spe- 
cified.     Then    come   the   words  "  et  cretera**   which 
means, ''  and  all  other  things  like  the  preceding." 

The  cMes  confirm  me  in  this  construction.  Kendall 
w.  KendaU{d)  was  a  totally  different  case ;  the  qnestion 
there  was,  whether  the  words  " et  ctetera*  were  to  have 
the  effect  of  cutting  down  other  words,  which  were 
sufficient  of  themsekes  to  pass  the  whole  residue;  but 
here  the  question  is  the  reverse,  and  is,  whether  the 
sane  words  are  to  enlarge  the  prior  gift. 

The  Marquis  of  Hertford  v.  Lord  Lowther  sjb)  rather 
confirms  my  view.  Lord  Langdale  held  that  Polish 
Bonds  and  Neapolitan  Bordereau,  being  choses  in  ac- 
tion, did  not  pass  under  the  words  **  goods  and  chattels 
at  JUilan^^  and  that  the  words  **  et  patera*  couldpnly  be 
extended  to  tfafaigs  which  the  testator  possessed  at 
Milan. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  there  is  an  intestacy, 
except  as  to  the  articles  specified  in  the  will  and  those 
which  are  efusdem  generis. 

(a)  4  Ruti.  360.  {b)  1  Bern.  1. 
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J«fy29. 

At  to  th€  right 
of  aPUintiffin 
a  bfll  of  dit- 
corerj,  in  aid 
of  an  action  at 
law,  to  an  in- 
junction to 
restrain  the 
action  until 
loll  ditcorery 
b  given. 

Sewibie^  that 
tL  priatSJacie 
case  most  be 
shewn,  and 
that  the  Court 
will  not  allow 
a  contest  on 
affidavit  on  a 
motion  for 
such  an  in- 
junction. 


HARRIS  V.  COLLETT. 

f\Ji  the  3rd  of  Februart/y  1858,  the  Defendant,  a 
^^  draper  and  haberdasher,  at  Brentford,  insured 
his  stock  in  trade  and  fixtures  in  the  Phanix  Assurance 
Company,  for  the  sum  of  1,500/.  He  shortly  afterwards 
effected  a  similar  assurance  for  the  same  sum  in  the 
County  Fire  OflSce. 

On  the  27th  of  April,  1858,  a  fire  occurred  on  the 
Defendant's  premises,  which  consumed  his  stock  and 
fixtures,  and  in  May,  1858,  he  delivered  to  the  offices 
a  summary  of  his  losses,  which  he  estimated  at  2,706/., 
and  he  claimed  a  moiety  from  each.  He  sent  in  a  more 
detailed  account  in  Jttne,  and  there  being  some  doubt 
on  the  part  of  the  company  as  to  the  propriety  of  his 
claim,  they  withheld  immediate  payment,  and  there- 
upon the  Defendant  commenced  an  action  in  June,  1858, 
against  the  Phcenix  Company,  to  recover  the  amount  of 
his  claim. 


The  declaration  was  delivered  on  the  10th  of  July, 
and,  on  the  14th  of  July  the  company  filed  this  bill  of 
discovery.  It  alleged  that  the  *'  Defendant  had  only 
for  the  last  few  years  set  up  in  business  as  a  draper  and 
haberdasher  on  his  own  account,  having  previously 
been  in  the  employ  of  other  persons  at  a  small  salary, 
and  consequently  that  he  had  a  small  capital  only  em- 
barked in  his  business ;  that  his  stock  in  trade  on  his 
premises,  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  was  of  small  value, 
and  very  much  less  than  the  sums  in  which  they  were 
insured  by  the  two  policies,  and  the  same  would  appear 

if 


Harris 

V, 
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if  the  Defendant  would  give  the  discovery  thereby  re-        1868. 

quired  of  him."     It  alleged  also,  that  his  claim  was 

based  on  the   last  stock   taking   in  December,   1857, 

which  it  insisted  was  incorrect;  that,  contrary   to  the      Collett. 

asual  custom,  the  Defendant  had  concealed  the  stock 

book,  instead  of  leaving  it  open  to  the  inspection  of  his 

assistants.     The  bill  required  minute  discovery  as  to 

goods,  bookp,  prices,  his  assistants  in  the  business,  &c. 

which,  it  alleged,  tended  to  shew  that  the  Defendant's 

claim  was  exorbitant,  &c. 

The  bill  also  charged,  that  the  value  of  the  goods 
alleged  by  the  Defendant  to  have  been  consumed  by 
the  fire  far  exceeded  the  value  of  the  goods  actually  on 
the  Defendant's  premises  at  that  time,  or  whichever 
had  been  on  the  Defendant's  premises  at  any  one  time 
before  the  fire,  and  so  the  same  would  appear,  if  the 
Defendant  would  set  forth  and  discover,  as  he  ought  to 
do,  when  his  last  balance-sheet  previous  to  the  fire  was 
made  up,  and  what  was  the  amount  of  his  returns  for 
the  year  next  preceding  the  time  of  making  up  such 
balance,  and  what  was  the  amount  of  the  gross  profits 
of  his  business  in  such  last-mentioned  year,  &c.,  &c. 
The  bill  prayed  a  discovery,  and  an  injunction  in  the 
meanwhile. 

Interrogatories  had  been  delivered  on  the  17th,  and 
filed  on  the  23rd  of  July,  and  the  trial  was  expected  to 
take  place  on  the  2nd  of  August. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  action  until  the  Defendant  had  given  the  discovery 
required  of  him.  The  Plaintiffs,  the  secretary  of  the 
company  and  their  solicitor,  filed  a  short  affidavit, 
stating  their  belief  of  the  truth  of  the  allegations  in  the 
bill,  that  they  believed  the  Defendant's  claim  "  fraudu- 
lent 
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1858.  iemt  and  exeesNve,"  that  the  mH  vas  i«M  jEdSp,  and  (io 
the  usual  form)  dnt  tbe  answer  voald  famish  di»- 
eorerr  mtmal  to  tbe  defence  of  tlie 


Uakjus 


The  Defendant  filed  a  king  affidaiit,  detuling  tbe 
drcomstances,  tbe  loss  of  his  books  by  die  fire,  and 
what  had  since  taken  place  between  die  parties.  He 
svd  be  beBered  the  present  apfrfication  was  to  delay 
payment,  bet  be  in  no  way  fbnusbed  die  discorery  re- 
quired  by  the  bill.  There  was  a!so  an  affidavit  of  the 
accountant  who  had  prepared  the  particulars  of  his 
chum,  to  shew  that  it  had  been  boma  fide  prepared 
from  the  existing  books. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Drmce^  in  support  of  the 
motion,  relied  on  Lace/l  ▼.  GaUouxiy  (a),  in  which  case, 
they  stated,  the  company  had  been  successful  before  a 
jury,  after  obtaining  the  discovery  so  much  resisted. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Southgate  for  the  Defendant 
The  case  is  not  governed  by  Lacell  v.  Galloway ^  for  the 
Lords  Justices,  io  Fox  v.  HiU(b),  took  a  different  view 
of  the  effect  of  15  k  16  Vict.  c.  86,  and  they  discharged 
both  the  order  made  by  this  Court  for  the  injunction  and 
that  which  continued  it.  The  Court  must  in  these  cases 
look  at  the  circumstances  as  detailed  in  the  affidavits, 
in  the  same  way  as  other  cases  of  special  injunctions,  to 
which  they  are  assimilated  by  the  statute.  Here  the 
circumstances  do  not  justify  the  granting  of  an  injunc- 
tion. The  Plaintiffs  have  had  all  the  Defendant's  books 
in  their  possession,  and  have  fully  investigated  his  claim, 

and 

(a)  17  Beav.  \,and  19  Beat),  v.  EnequhC,  25  Beao.  009;  Jilhg- 

643 ;    and  tee  Senior  v,   Prii-  nay  ▼.  Mine$  Rajfai  C0mpa^t  3 

chard,  16  Beav.  473;  Chilton  t.  Drew.  130. 

Campbell,  20  Beav.  531 ;  MoUett  (6)  2  DeG.i  Janet,  353. 
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andy  from  the  loss  of  documents  by  the  fire,  it  is  shewn  1868. 
to  be  impossible  that  any  further  discovery  can  be  given. 
No  discovery  is  necessary  to  prove  the  Plaintiffs*  case ; 
the  onus  of  proof  in  the  action  lies  on  the  Defendant, 
who  must  shew,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  every 
thing  he  has  lost  by  the  fire,  and  the  extent  of  the  in- 
jury. The  proceedings  of  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  bond 
Jide,  their  object  is  delay,  and  to  throw  the  trial  over 
the  present  assizes.  Their  great  delay  in  coming  to 
this  Court  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  an  injunc- 
tion. The  statute  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  68,  was 
intended  to  remedy  the  injustice  done  to  Defendants  (a) 
by  the  common  injunction,  which  issued,  as  of  course, 
upon  the  Defendant's  default  in  not  appearing  or  not 
answering,  but  here  the  Defendant  is  in  no  default,  and 
he  will  be  in  a  worse  position  since  the  statute  than 
under  the  old  practice,  if  the  injunction  be  now  granted, 
as  of  course,  before  the  time  for  answering  has  expired. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  of  great  importance  that  this  question  should 
be  set  at  rest,  and  I  strongly  urge  the  Defendant  to 
take  the  opinion  of  a  higher  tribunal  upon  the  subject. 
But  it  appears  to  me  that  the  question  raised  by  the 
Defendant  is  simply  this: — Whether,  by  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament, is  was  intended  to  put  an  end  to  the  right  to  a 
discovery  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an  action  at  law.  It 
certainly  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  legislature,  that  parties  should  go  into  a  long  con- 
flict 

(a)  Daring  the   argument  of  PlaintifT  also,  as  it  enabled  him 

the  appeal  in   this   case,  Lord  to  get,  what  used  to  be  called, 

Justice   Knight  Bruce  said,   *'I  the  common  injunction,  imme- 

do  not  agree  that  the  change  of  diately  on  the  nling  of  the  bill, 

the  law  was  meant  only  for  the  in  the  same  way  as  he  could  get 

benefit  of  the  Defendant;  it  was  a  special  injunction." 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the 

VOL.  XXVI.  Q 
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1858.  flict  of  affidavits^  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
the  Plaintiff  in  eqoity  shoald  have  a  discoTery  or  not. 
In  this  case  it  is  an  admitted  fact,  on  the  one  side,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  know  nothing  at  a]|  about  the  matter,  and 
it  is  that  ignorance  which  induces  them  to  come  to  the 
Court  for  discovery.  On  the  other  side,  the  Defendant 
must  know  all  the  facts,  and  1  am  asked  to  determine 
the  merits  upon  affidavits,  in  order  to  decide  whether 
the  Defendant  is  or  not  bound  to  give  to  the  Plaintiffs 
that  discoveiy  which  they  think  essential  for  their  de- 
fence to  the  action  brought  by  the  Defendant.  If  the 
right  of  the  Plaintiff  in  equity  to  the  discovery  in  aid  of 

his  defence  to  the  action  be  not  a  matter  of  course,  that 

• 

right  must  be  determined,  like  any  other  case  of  relief 
sought  by  a  Plaintiff  in  equity,  not  on  interlocutory 
motion,  but  the  cause  must  be  brought  to  a  hearing; 
but  before  this  is  done  (unless  this  case  be  made  an  ex- 
ception) the  Defendant  would  have  been  compelled  to 
answer  fully,  and  at  the  hearing  there  would  be  nothing 
to  try  except  the  right  to  that  which  had  been  already 
given.  And  if  the  Court  did  not  by  injunction  restrain 
the  trial  of  the  action  until  the  right  to  the  discovery 
were  determined,  and,  if  determined  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiff,  until  the  discovery  be  also  given,  the  Court 
would  be  guilty  of  the  injustice  of  determining,  that  in 
a  case  where  a  good  defence  to  the  action  brought  by 
the  Defendant  depends  on  facts  which  are  solely  known 
by  him,  and  though  the  Plaintiff  in  equity  is  entitled  to 
have  those  facts  disclosed  to  him,  still  that  disclosure 
shall  not  be  given  until  it  is  too  late  for  him  to  make 
use  of  it.  It  is  not  a  question  of  technicality,  but  one 
of  substance;  whether  it  was  intended  by  the  legisla- 
ture that  the  Plaintiffs'  right  to  a  discovery  was  a  matter 
to  be  determined  on  affidavit  on  the  motion  for  the 
injunction.  Speaking  from  my  own  personal  know- 
ledge, and  from  frequent  conversations  with  the  late 

Vice-Chancellor 
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Vice-Chancellor  Parker,  and  with  the  other  metnbers 
of  the  Chancery  Commission^  I  can  say  that  such  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  Commissioners,  upon  whose 
report  to  Parliament  this  bill  was  founded.  I  consulted 
the  miembers  of  the  commission  upon  the  point  before 
I  decided  Lovell  v.  OaUaway  {a),  and  I  retain  my  opi- 
nion upon  that  subject. 
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If  I  were  to  say,  that  in  consequence  of  the  Defend- 
ant's affidavit,  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  the 
discovery  they  seek,  it  is  clear  that  I  should  give  a  dis- 
covery in  no  case  whatever,  and  in  every  action  the  right 
of  discovery  in  equity  would  be  put  an  end  to. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  PlaintifiB  are  entitled  to  a 
discovery,  and  to  an  injunction  until  they  have  ob- 
tained it.  This  no  doubt  will  occasion  delay,  but  the 
Defendant  will  receive  the  costs  of  the  discovery. 

(a)  17  Beav.  I. 


Note. — Upon  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices,  it  was  arranged  that 
the  Defehdani  shdald  put  in  a  full  answer  before  the  5th  of  Auguxty 
and  that  the  venue  should  be  changed  to  Britlolf  in  order  that  the 
Alight  be  at  once  tried. 


JOLIFFE  V.  TWYFORD. 


Nov.  5. 


rpHE  testator,  John  Twyford  Joliffe,  having  resolved  A  testator 
to  erect  a  column  in  Ammerdown  Park,  to  the  bujidinga 
memory  of  his  father,  caused  a  model  in  wood  to  be  column  on  his 

estate  which 

prepared,  under  the  superintendence  of  his  architect,  was  only  half 
The  erection  of  the  column  was  commenced  in  August,  j""?®^  £'  ^^? 

1852,  will,  be  de- 
clared that  if 
the  devisee  for  life  of  his  estates  "should  neglect  to  keep  in  complete  repair  the  column 
then  being  erected,"  he  should  forfeit  his  estate.     He/c/,  that  this  implied  no  obligation 
on  the  executors  to  complete  the  column  out  of  the  testator's  assets. 

q2 


JoLirrB 
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1858.  1852,  but  the  work  was  not  executed  by  contract. 
The  testator  died  in  March^  1854,  at  which  time  the 
column  had  reached  about  one-half  of  its  intended 
TwTFOED.  heighthy  and  the  necessary  materials  for  completing 
it  hady  for  the  most  pa^,  been  prepared.  With  small 
exceptions,  the  testator's  estate  was  under  no  liability  in 
respect  of  contracts  entered  into  by  him  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  column. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the  15th  of  March, 
1854,  devised  his  real  estates  on  certain  trusts,  under 
which  the  Plaintiff  was  tenant  for  life,  with  divers  re- 
mainders over,  and  he  also  bequeathed  to  the  trustees 
for  the  time  being  of  the  parish  school  of  Kibnersdon 
the  annual  sum  of  20/.,  to  be  paid  by  the  person  or 
persons  who  for  the  time  being  should  be  entitled  to  the 
estates,  and  to  be  applied  by  such  trustees  towards  the 
maintenance,  repair  or  rebuilding  of  such  school,  or  for 
the  benefit  of  the  schoolmaster  and  scholars  for  the  time 
being  of  such  school. 

He  also  gave  his  personal  estate  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
life,  with  remainders  over;  and  his  will  contained  the 
following  declaration : — "  I  declare,  that  if  any  person 
made  tenant  for  life  or  tenant  in  tail,  by  purchase,  of  the 
estates  by  this  my  will  devised  or  bequeathed,  and  being 
at  the  same  time  in  possession,"  &c.,  **  shall  neglect  to 
keep  in  complete  repair  the  column  now  being  erected 
at  Ammerdoum  Park,  aforesaid,  to  the  memory  of  my 
late  father,  or  to  pay  the  said  annual  sum  of  twenty 
pounds  to  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  the  said 
parish  school,  the  person  so  neglecting  shall  thereupon 
forfeit  all  the  estates  taken  by  him  or  her  under  this  my 
will,  and  my  will  shall  take  effect  as  if  such  person  had 
died  at  the  time  of  the  neglect  taking  place." 

After 
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After  the  testator's  death  in  1854,  doubts  had  been 
suggested  as  to  the  fund  from  which  the  cost  of  com- 
pleting the  column  mentioned  in  the  will,  and  lefl 
unfinished  at  the  said  testator's  death,  should  be 
defrayed. 
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Mr.  a.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
the  first  tenant  for  life,  argued  that  the  clause  of  for- 
feiture, in  case  of  any  neglect  to  keep  the  column  in 
complete  repair,  rendered  it  necessary  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  keep  in  repair  the  complete  column,  and  not  a  portion 
of  it;  that  this  involved,  by  necessary  implication,  an 
obligation  on  the  executors,  out  of  the  testator's  assets, 
to  complete  it,  in  order  to  give  to  the  devisee  of  the 
estate  the  power  of  avoiding  a  forfeiture,  by  keeping  the 
completed  column  in  repair. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Lewin,  for  the  second  tenant  for 
life,  supported  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Murray^  for  the  trustee  and 
executor,  were  not  heard. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  on  the  question  relating  to  the 
column.  The  point  arises  on  the  construction  of  the 
will  and  you  must,  therefore,  find  in  the  words  of  the 
will  a  direction  to  complete,  either  by  express  words,  or 
by  necessary  implication  arising  from  the  expressions 
used.  The  words  are  these :  ''  I  declare  that  if  any 
person,"  &c.  (a).  It  has  been  argued,  that  they  involve, 
by  necessary  implication,  a  direction  to  complete  as  well 
as  to  keep  in  repair.     If  that  be  so,  it  would  be  a 

stronger 

(a)  Set  ante,  p,  228. 


230  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

IS5S.  slnM^cr  msUnce  of  an  impUcatioD  tbao  I  bare  ever 
met  with.  What  the  leoaDt  for  life  is  to  keep  in  re- 
pair is  **  the  coloiiin  now  being  erected."  Now^  in  the 
case  of  a  farm,  where  a  tenant  covenants  to  keep  in 
repair,  it  means  that  he  is  to  keep  it  in  the  state  of 
repair  in  which  he  finds  it,  and  it  does  not  involve  an 
obligation  of  first  potting  it  in  complete  repair  in  the 
first  instance.  It  woold  be  a  strong  construction  to  say 
that  to  keep  a  building  in  repair  implies  an  obligation 
to  make  it  much  la^er.  If  it  had  been  proved  that 
there  was  no  mode  of  keeping  this  column  in  repair 
except  by  making  it  100  feet  higher,  a  different  question 
might  arise.  I  cannot  hold,  that  the  clause  of  forfeiture, 
in  case  the  devisees  neglect  to  keep  the  column  then 
erecting  in  complete  repair,  involves  an  obligation  to 
keep  in  repair  anything  more  than  what  the  testator 
left  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

It  would  be  a  violent  construction  to  hold,  that  this 
clause  of  forfeiture  imposed  an  obligation  on  the  tes- 
tator's estate  to  pay  a  considerable  sum  of  money  for 
completing  that  which,  no  doubt,  he  intended  to  com- 
plete if  his  life  had  been  prolonged.  On  a  similar  prin- 
ciple I  might  hold,  that  the  gift  of  the  annual  sum  of 
20/.,  to  be  applied  towards  the  maintenance  and  repair- 
ing the  school,  involved  in  the  building  of  a  school. 

I  cannot  find  that  any  obligation  has  been  imposed 
on  the  testator's  estate  to  complete  the  column,  and  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  his  personal  estate  is  not  propeily 
applicable  to  that  purpose. 


Deckeb. 

Dedare  that  the  tmtmtor  ■  penooal  estate  it  not  liaUe  to  tlie  eoit  of 
completing  the  cxtlumn  beyood  the  amooDt  which  became  pajaUe 
after  his  death  under  such  contracts  as  he  maj  have  entered  into  in 
his  lifetime. 
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DENNING  V.  ELLERTON.  ^^  jj  j2. 

TN  the  events  which  happened,  Mrs.   Glassen  had,  ^y  the  settle- 
under  her  marriage  settlement,  a  power  to  appoint  ^^^  \^  ^\^^    '' 
a  trust  fund  as  follows:— One  equal  fifth  part  in  trust  f^en^  which 

happened,  two- 

for  Francis  Mouat  Keith  Robertson,  one  ^ther  equal  thirds  of  the 
fifth  for  the  children  of  Margaret  Rebecca  EUerton,  and  ^jj^c^t^ce'r- 
the  three  reqaaining  equal  fifth  parts,  upon  trust  for  all  tain  persons, 
the  children  of  Sir  George  Mouat  Keith  by  his  wife  ^^^  ^^^ 
Lady  Ckuherine  Mouat  Keith,  living  at  the  time  of  the  children  of 
decease  of  Lady  Catherine  Mouat  Keith,     And  in  case  at  the  time  of 

there  should  not  be  any  such  child  of  Lady  Catherine  Jlj®  ^^J;®*"®  °^ 
^  ^  l/«  u»    anci  lu 

Mouat  Keith  by  Sir  George  Mouat  Keith,  who,  under  default,  to 
the  trusts  aforesaid,  should  obtain  a  vested  interest  in  ^(^^ '  Power 
the  trust  moneys,  then  "  in  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  was  given  to 
the  said  Catherine  Mouat  Keith  living  at  the  time  of  ^Jj^g  xhew ' 
her  decease  as  aforesaid."  trusts,  and  to 

appoint  the 

And  it  was  by  the  settlement  declared,  that  it  should  among  the 

and  might  be  lawful  for  Mrs.  Glassen,  by  her  will,  "  to  personi  who, 

°  .  i     J  i  under  the 

revoke  or  make  void  all  or  any  of  the  trusts  lastly  trusts  afore- 

thereinbefore   mentioned   concerning:   the  said   several  f^  » would 

^  have  become 

fifth  parts  or  shares  of  the  said  trusfmoneys,"  &c.,  "  and  entitled  to  the 
to  appoint  the  same  unto,  between  and  amongst  the  proportion  and 
persons  who,  under  the  trusts  lastly  thereinbefore  de-  manner  afore- 

.  ,  said,  or  m  such 

clared,  would  have  become  entitled  to  the  said  trust  manner  and 
moneys,  stocks,  funds  and  securities,  in  the  proportions  ^°^°*»  *"  ^  "" 

speccS)  as  /!■  a* 

and  manner  aforesaid,  or  in  such  other  parts,  shares  should  think 

fit "      >l    K 

and  proportions,  and  in  such  manner  and  form,  in  all  re-  appojmed  to  a 
spects,  as  she  the  said    Cecilia  Mouat  Keith  should  child  of  C.  D., 

al*    1    /*x        J  •       »»  w^o  survived 

think  nt  and  see  occasion.  j^  ^^^  but 

died  in  the  life 

Mrs.  Glassen,  by  her  will,  appointed  three-fifths  of  ^IPs^'J^v!'\a 
the  fund  equally  amongst  Mrs.  Catherine  Jackson,  Miss  was  not  an  ob- 
Mary  Keith  and  Miss  Isabella  Keith  (daughters  of  Sir  '^^l.ll^'' 
George  and  Lady  Keith).    The  testatrix  died  in  1845. 

Mrs. 
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Denning 

V, 

Ellbrton. 
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Mrs.  Catherine  Jackson  died  in  1848,  and  Lady  Keith 
in  1851. 

Mr.  Jackson,  the  husband  of  Catherine  Jackson,  now 
claimed  to  be  entitled,  in  right  of  his  late  wife  Catherine 
Jackson  deceased,  to  one  equal  fifth  part  of  the  trust 
funds.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  alleged,  on  behalf  of 
Isabella  Keith  and  Mary  Keith,  that  such  claim  was 
not  sustainable,  inasmuch  as  Mr.  Jackson*s  late  wife 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother  Lady  Catherine 
Mouat  Keith,  and  consequently  was  not  an  object  of 
the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  the  said  testatrix 
by  the  settlement. 

Mr.  Fischer  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  trustees. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Faber  for  the 
Defendants. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Nqo.  12.  I  think  that  the  meaning  of  this  clause  is  very  dis* 

tinct.  The  power  given  to  this  lady  to  revoke  or  make 
void  all  the  trusts  and  to  reappoint  the  fund  appears  to 
me  susceptible  of  no  difficulty  whatever.  It  is  true  that 
if  it  had  happened  that  no  child  of  Lady  Keith  sur- 
vived her,  the  property  was  to  go  to  her  next  of  kin 
living  at  her  death,  but  that  does  not  affect  the  circum* 
stance  that  the  persons  to  take  are  pointed  out.  I  think 
that  Mrs.  Glassen  was  empowered  to  divide  three  fifths 
amongst  the  persons  who  would  have  taken  under  the 
previous  trusts;  that  she  could  alter  the  proportions,  and 
the  manner  and  form  in  which  they  were  to  take,  but 
not  alter  the  persons  to  take. 

It  is  therefore  perfectly  clear,  in  that  view  of  the  case, 
that  Mrs.  Jackson  was  not  entitled  to  take  under  the 
appointment. 
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T 


NOBLE  V.  BRETT.    (No.  2.) 

Nov,  24. 
HE  testator  died  in  1846.     In  the  same  year,  in  An  executor 

n  J.       x«  ^   •      J  •     !-•        Ml    1-*     administered 

pursuance  of  directions  contained  in  his  will,  his  an  estate,  and 
executors,  Nobk,  Sarah  Brett  and  Davies,  invested  a  P"».^,  ^"^^^  Jj« 

.  i.    1  1  residue.    Ten 

sum  of  2,000/.  in  the  joint  names  of  themselves  and  years  after,  a 
Samuel  Hodges  (an  infant)  to  ansv^er  a  legacy  given  him  J^^^  °^*^^ 
by  the  will,  and  which  was  payable  when  he  attained  brought  an 
twenty-five.     Sarah  Brett,  the  residuary  legatee,  in  the  yenant  against 
same  year  (1846)  received  the  residue,  amounting  to  ^,f  ^jr^^**' 

about  308/.  claim  for  ad- 

ministering 
the  estate  and 
Ten  years  after,  a  claim  arose  against  the  testator's  a  bill  to  make 

assets,  under  a  covenant  in  a  lease,  and  an  action  at  law  i^^fn^he  joint 
was  brought  by  Dyson  against  the  executors  in  respect  names  of  the 

executor  and 

of  it.     Having  no  defence  at  law.  Noble,  in  July,  1856,  legatee  appli- 

filed  a  claim  against  Mrs.  Brett  for  the  administration  c«*^®  ^  ^*>; 

11  i_    J     V     payment  of 

of  the  estate,  and  as  this  would  not  have  reached  the  the  debt   The 

legacy  set  apart,  he  filed  a  bill  in  December,  1856,  l^\J^^^ 
against  Mrs.  Brett  and  Samuel  Hodges,  which  he  called  sacy,  but 
supplemental,  to  make  the  legacy  available  for  payment  executor  was 
of  DysorCs  demand.     Dyson  came  in  under  the  decree,  entitled  to  no 

rtrv-,,  1    1  costs  of  the 

and  established  a  debt  for  207/.,  and  the  attempts  to  get  action  or  suits, 
it  paid  out  of  the  residue  having  failed  by  the  insol- 
vency of  Mrs.  Brett,  he  established  bis  right  as  against 
the  legacy  (a),  and  payment  was  ordered  out  of  it  when 
transferred  into  Court. 


A  diBSculty  arose  in  getting  the  legacy  transferred ; 
and  Mr.  Dyson,  having  neglected  to  prosecute  the  order, 

Mr. 

(a)  24  Beuv.  499. 
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1858.  Mr.  Harley  (to  whom  Samuel  Hodges  had  assigned  his 
legacy)  presented  a  petition  to  get  a  transfer  into  Court, 
under  the  Trustee  Act,  for  payment  to  Dyson  of  his 
demand  and  of  the  residue  to  himself.  The  questions 
were  as  to  the  costs  of  the  different  proceedings. 

Mr.  Hardy y  in  support  of  th^  petition,  aigued,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  no  costs  out  of  tho  legacy 
set  apart  and  appropriated,  the  whole  of  the  litiga- 
tion having  arisen  from  his  own  negligence  in  distri- 
buting the  residue,  out  of  which,  and  not  out  of  the 
legacy,  the  claim  of  the  creditor  ought  properly  to  have 
been  paid. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  G,  L.  Russell  for  Noble, 
argued,  that  the  executor  ought  to  have  the  costs  of  the 
action  and  of  the  suit,  which  was  for  the  administration 
of  the  estate,  and  that  he  must  be  looked  on  in  the 
light  of  a  trustee  for  the  owner  of  the  fund,  and  as  such 
ought  to  be  indemnified  from  all  costs. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  executors  have  fully  administered  the  estate  and 
allowed  the  residuary  legatee  to  retain  the  residue. 
After  a  considerable  number  of  years  had  elapsed, 
Dyson  raised  a  claim  against  the  testator's  estate  for 
a  debt  under  a  covenant  in  a  lease,  and  he  brought  an 
action  against  the  executor  to  recover  damages  for  a 
breach  of  covenant.  The  first  question  is  as  to  the  costs 
of  this  action.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  executor  ought 
not  to  have  resisted  it ;  he  had  no  defence  to  it,  and  the 
result  has  proved  it.  He  canoot  therefore  properly 
throw  his  costs  of  the  action  on  the  legacies  in  this  par- 
ticular case. 

Having 
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Having  done  this,  he  files  a  claim,  which  he  calls  1858. 
one  for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  but  practically 
it  is  no  such  thing;  it  is  a  suit  instituted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  certain  sums  of  money,  set  apart  to 
answer  certain  legacies,  answerable  for  payment  of  the 
debt  due  to  Dyson.  I  was  of  opinion  that  the  executor 
was  right  to  this  extent,  that  the  debt  was  payable  out 
of  the  money  set  apart  for  the  legacies,  though,  as  I 
stated,  the  question  was  one  of  considerable  nicety  as 
between  the  executor  and  legatee.  I  thought  that  the 
money  not  having  been  paid  over  to  the  legatee,  it  must 
be  treated  as  liable  to  pay  the  debt,  but  I  think  that  it 
cannot  be  treated  as  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  executor, 
or  a  fund  under  administration,  in  which  cases  the  exe- 
cutor would  be  entitled  to  all  his  costs.  The  debt  ought 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  residuary  legatee,  but  the 
amount  which  had  been  paid  to  her  as  residue  could 
not  be  obtained  back  from  her.  If  the  executor  had 
paid  the  debt  out  of  his  own  money,  which  at  law  he 
was  liable  and  bound  to  pay,  and  if  he  had  then  gone 
to  the  legatee  and  his  assignee  and  shewn  that  the 
legacy  was  liable  to  recoup  him,  and  they  had  resisted 
his  claim,  I  should  then  have  thought  that  the  Plain- 
tiff would  have  been  entitled  to  his  costs  as  against 
them;  but  this  suit  is  directed  by  the  Plaintiff  against 
a  particular  fund  in  order  to  get  rid  of  his  liability.  I 
cannot  treat  this  as  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the 
estate;  it  is  one  instituted  by  the  executor  to  obtain 
payment  of  this  debt  out  of  the  appropriated  legacy, 
nor  can  I  treat  Mr.  Noble  as  a  trustee  for  the  Petitioner. 

The  Plaintiff,  therefore,  cannot  have  his  costs  of  the 
action  or  of  the  suit,  but  he  must  have  the  costs  of  this 
petition,  for  it  was  necessary  for  the  Petitioner  to  apply, 
and  the  executor,  who  was  necessarily  served  with  the 
petition,  was  justified  in  appearing  upon  it. 
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1858. 


Nov,  15. 


WEBSTER  V.  PARR. 


A  testator  di-  HpHE  testator  died  in  18^.  By  his  will,  dated  in 
hU  sons  at-  **  1827,  he  directed  his  executors  to  allow,  out  of  his 

tained  twenty-  estate,  what  they  should  consider  adequate  for  the  edu- 

A»p  iiis  exe— 

cutors  should  Cation,  maintenance  and  bringing  up  of  his  sons  and 
sbitfl^ofhis  daughters,  namely,  Mary  Hadfie/d,  William  Hadfield, 
estate  and  Hannah  Hadfield^  Thomas  Hadjield,  Jane  Hadjield, 
hS^^/thS"^  JbAn  Hadjield  and  Samuel  Hadjield:  and  when  and 
his  sons  and  as  his  sons  respectively  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-five 
should  receive   years,  he  directed  his  executors  to  pay  to  each  of  them 

e^ual  shares  of  gQch  ^  sum  of  money  as  they  might  consider  a  child's 

hu  estate.  j  ^        a 

And  as  his        portion  or  share  of  his  estate  and  effects,  it  being  his 

daughters  at-     ^j|j   ^^^^  j^jg  g^^y  g^j^g  ^^^  daughters  should  receive 

tamed  twenty-  » 

five,  the  exe-     and  be  paid  equal  portions  and  shares  of  his  estate  and 

invest  1  000/.    ^^^cts.    ''  And  when  and  as  my  said  daughters  arrive  at 

each  for  them  such  age  of  twenty-five  years,  but  not  sooner,  I  order 
for  life,  and  %    ^•  .  i  i  e  i 

the  difference    &Qd  direct  my  said  trustees  and  executors,  &c.,  to  place 

between  this  ^^^  ^t  interest  the  sum  of  1,000/.  each,  to  be  paid  to 
and  their  share  .  .  .    "^      . 

paid  to  them,    them  yearly,  during  their  natural  lives,  and  their  receipts 

dau^Ter"^  alone  for  such  interest  shall,  notwithstanding  their  co- 

"  should  die  verture,  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  my  said  trustees 

the  1  000/.   '  ^^^  executors.     And  I  order  and  direct  that  the  dif- 

waa  to  be  ference  between  the  1,000/.  each  and  the  share  to  which 

divided 

"amongst        they  may  respectively  be  entitled  to  under  this  my  will 

■??K°^^"        may  be  paid  to  them,  respectively,  when  and  as  they 

might  be  then  attain  the  said  age  of  twenty-five  years."  He  subse- 
livine,  and  the  .i 

i»ueofsuch  quently 

as  might  be 

dead,  share  and  share  alike,"  the  issue  to  take  the  like  share  as  the  parent  would,  if 
living,  have  been  entitled  to.     Beid,  that  the  gift  over  was  on  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue;  that  there  was  an  absolute  gift  of  the  1,000/.  in  the  first  instance  to  the  daughters, 
which  had  not  effectually  been  cut  down,  and  that  the  daughters  were  absolutely 
entided  to  the  1,000/. 
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qaently  proceeded  a8  follows  : — *'  And  it  is  my  will  and  1858. 
mind,  that  in  case  all  or  any  of  my  said  daughters  shall 
die  without  issue,  then  and  in  such  case  the  1,000/. 
each,  so  ordered  to  be  placed  out  at  interest  as  afore- 
said, shall,  on  such  of  their  deaths  without  issue  as 
aforesaid,  be  divided  amongst  such  of  my  children  as 
may  be  then  living  and  the  issue  of  such  as  may  be 
dead,  share  and  share  alike,  the  issue  of  a  deceased 
parent  or  parents  to  take  equally  amongst  them  the  like 
share  or  interest  only  as  the  parent  or  respective  parents 
would,  if  living,  have  been  entitled  to." 

The  three  daughters  attained  twenty-five.  The  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  gift  over  of  the  three  legacies  of 
1,000Z.  each  was  valid  ? 

Mr.  iJ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Giffard  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  gift  over  is  void,  being  after  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue,  and  the  daughters  each  take  absolute  interests  in 
1,000/. ;  Campbell  v.  Harding  (a).  Secondly.  No  gift  to 
the  issue  can  be  implied,  from  the  circumstance  of  there 
being  a  gift  over  in  default  of  issue ;  Lee  v.  Busk  (i). 

Mr.  Fields  coniri.  The  gift  over  to  the  children  then 
living  is  not  too  remote ;  Ranelagh  v.  Ranelagh  (c) ;  it 
is  not  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  but  must  take 
effect  on  the  death  of  the  daughters.  Secondly.  The 
children  of  the  daughters  take  by  implication;  Ex 
parte  Rogers  (d). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

In  a  case  in  which  I  was  engaged,  Liord  Cottenham 
declined  to  follow  £x  parte  Rogers. 

I  do 

(a)  2  Run.  Sf  Myl  390;   2  (c)  2MyLSf  K.  441 ;  4  Bern. 

CL  if  Fin.  421.  419. 

{b)  14  Beav.  459 ;  2  De  Oex,  {d)  2  Madd.  449. 
M.  if  O.  810. 


Webster 

V, 
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1868.  I  do  not  entertain  much  doubt  on  this  will.     I  am 

of  o|>inton  that  the  gift  over  is  on  an  indefinite  failure 
of  issue.    The  Court,  whether  in  the  case  of  realty  or 

Parr.  personalty,  has  held  that  "  dying  without  issue"  means, 
primd  facie^  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue.  It  may  be 
cut  down  with  respect  to  personalty  by  the  circum- 
stance that  the  failure  of  issue  is  to  be  ascertained  at 
the  death  of  tenant  for  life,  and  that  may  be  shewn  by 
various  circumstances,  one  of  which  is,  where  the  gift 
over  is  to  a  person  mentioned  in  the  will  to  be  in  e$9e; 
the  Court  then  supposes  that  the  failure  of  issue  is  to 
be  at  the  death  of  tenant  for  life.  I  look  then  to  see  if 
this  legacy  is  given  over  to  the  children  of  the  testator, 
but  I  find  it  is  given  not  to  them  solely,  but  to  them 
**  and  the  issue  of  such  as  may  be  dead."  The  case  is, 
therefore,  taken  out  of  the  authority  of  Ranelagh  v. 
Ranelagh  and  brought  within  Campbell  v.  Harding. 

I  concur,  however,  in  this: — that  there  is,  in  this  will, 
an  absolute  gift  to  the  daughters,  in  the  first  instance, 
of  the  whole  share  of  the  estate,  which  is  given  to  the 
children  in  equal  portions.  Being  so  given,  I  must  see 
that  it  is  by  the  will  taken  away  from  them,  before  I  can 
deprive  them  of  it.  Having  given  equal  shares  to  each 
daughter,  the  testator  directs  1,000/.  to  be  taken  out  of 
their  shares  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  will,  which 
are  perfectly  good,  and  which  give  each  daughter  an 
interest  for  her  separate  use  for  life  in  1,000Z.  part  of  her 
share:  subject  to  this,  the  whole  is  given  to  them  abso- 
lutely, and  the  difference  between  the  1,000/.  and  the 
share  of  each  is  to  be  paid  to  each  daughter  at  twenty- 
five.  If  the  will  had  stopped  there,  no  question  would 
have  arisen,  each  daughter  would  have  taken  an  absolute 
interest  in  her  share ;  then  comes  the  gift  over  on  an  in- 
definite failure  of  issue,  which  is  bad,  and  must  be  dis- 
regarded.   The  result  is,  that  the  original  gift  remains 

unaffected, 
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unaflfected,  and  the  daughters  take  absolate  ioterests  in        1868. 
these  sums  of  l.OOOZ.  ^^r*^^*^*^ 

Wemtbr 


5a  1  Vkt.  c.  26,  i.  29. 


V. 

Parr. 


In  re  THE  TIVERTON  MARKET  ACT.    (No.  2.) 

Dec.U. 
TTNDER  this  act  (a),  the  Corporation  of  Tiverton  was  In  a  tran»- 

^^      empowered   to   take  compulsorily   certain   pro-  chequer  caae 
perty  for  the  purposes  of  the  act.     As  to  the  costs,  the  the  Court  was 

20th  section  provided  as  follows : —  rized  by  the 

act  to  order 

That  where,  by  reason  of  any  disability  or  incapacity  the  costs  of 
-  ^-  .  .  1    J   *  re-investment 

Of  the  person  or  persons  or  corporation  entitled  to  any  of  the  pur- 
messuages,  &c.  to  be  purchased  under  the  authority  of  c^a»e-inoney 
the  act,  the  purchase-money  for  the  same  should  be  re-  pulsorily 
quired  to  be  paid  into  the  Court,  and  to  be  applied  in  ^^^^^0*, 
the  purchase  of  other  messuages*  &c.,  to  be  settled  to  Parties  having 
the  like  uses,  in  pursuance  thereof,  it  should  be  lawful  \^^^\y  entitled, 
for  the  Court  to  order  the  expenses  of  all  purchases  app^ed  for 

-  .  ,  ,     .  i    1  •  I  payroent  to 

from  time  to  time  to  be  made  m  pursuance  of  the  said  them  out  of 

act,  or  so  much  of  such  expenses  as  the  Court  should  Court  of  the 
'  ^  money,  m- 

deem  reasonable,  together  with  the  necessary  costs  and  stead  of  re-in- 
charges  of  obtaining  such  order,  to  be  paid  by  the  cor-  j/'Jrf"^hat^e 
poration  out  of  the  money  arising  by  virtue  of  the  act,  corporation 
and  that  they  should,  from  time  to  time,  respectively  pay  costs, 
such  sum  or  sums  of  money  for  such  purposes  as  the 
Court  should  direct. 


Under  this  act,  certain  property  was  taken,  which 
bad  been  devised  to  Henry  Marden  for  life,  with  divers 
remainders  over.  The  purchase-money  was  paid  into 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  by  an  order  made  in  1840, 

it 

{a)  6  Ceo,  4,  r.  cixxix. 
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1868.        1^  ^^8  directed  to  be  invested,  and  the  dividends  paid 
^^'v*'^      to  the  tenant  for  life- 

In  re 
The 

Tiverton  The  tenant  for  life  died,  and  the  jurisdiction  having 
Act.  been  transferred  to  this  Court  by  the  6  Vict.  c.  5,  a 
(No.  2.)  petition  was  presented  by  persons  who,  having  barred 
their  entail  (a),  had  become  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
property,  praying  payment  to  them  out  of  Court  of  the 
fund,  and  that  the  corporation  might  pay  the  costs. 
The  only  question  was,  whether  the  corporation  ought 
to  pay  the  costs  of  this  application. 

Mr.  Karslake,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Berkeley,  for  the  corporation,  objected  that  the 
act  did  not  authorize  the  Court  to  order  them  to  pay 
the  costs  in  this  case. 

He  referred  to  the  judgment  of  Lord  Justice  Turner 
in  Re  Ellison's  Estate  (Jb). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  I  have  decided  this  question  on  a  former  oc- 
casion (c);  and  I  have  considered  these  costs  come  within 
the  scope  of  the  act.  I  cannot  see  how  the  costs 
of  investing  the  money  in  land  differs  from  coming  and 
taking  the  money  itself. 

The  corporation  must  pay  the  costs. 

(a)  See  20  Beat,  374.  Beav,  433;  In  re  Land'i  Truit, 

(6)  25  L.  J.,  CA.  379.  4  Kay  ^  J.  81. 

(c)  See  In  re   Robertton^  23 
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186S. 


CUTFIELD  V.  RICHARDS. 

Dec,  17. 
L  Plaintiff  was  mortgagee  of  some  freeholds  for  A  mortgagee 
i  term  of  1,000  years.     She  instituted  this  suit  years'' term 
t  parties  entitled   to   the  equity  of  redemption  filed  a  bill  for 

'^  .  foreclogure. 

the  mortgagor  who  was  dead,  praying  an  account  At  the  bear- 
it  was  due  to  her,  and,  in  default  of  payment,  a  J^^^'  ^^^^^J  ^ 
•sure  of  the  "  residue  of  the  said  term  of  1,000  decree  was 

y        ^  1       1*  At.  made  for  tbe 

or  for  a  sale  of  the  premises.  g^,e  ^,f  j^e  fee. 

It  produced  a 
.         .  ,11  1        little  more 

he  hearing*  it  was  ordered,  by  arrangement,  that  than  sufiicient 
5  simple  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the  mort-  ^®  P*y  ^^^ 

.  ...       mortgage. 

ecurity  should  be  sold,  and  accounts  and  inquiries  The  Defend- 
lirected.  **"*?  ^"*:""^"« 

an  inquiry  as 
to  tlie  value  of 

fee  simple  produced  841 Z. ;  there  was  found  due  the  reversion 

/ ,     "^  '  in  fee,  lieid. 

Plaintiff  740Z.  odd,  leaving  a  balance  of  about  that  the  Plain- 

tifTs  costs  had 
priority  over 
those  of  tbe 

cause  came  on  for  further  consideration.  Defendant. 

Follett  and  Mr.  Kingdon^  for  the  Plaintiff*. 
Maintiff  is  entitled  to  her  principal,  interest  and 
n  the  first  instance ;  the  Defendant's  costs  must 
out  of  the  residue,  if  any ;  Ford  v.  Lord  Ches- 


Selwyrif  for  Lewis  liichords,  the  heir  at  law. 

s  in  the  nature  of  an  administration  suit,  for  the 

t  of  all  parties  interested  in  the  estate.     It  differs 

i  common  mortgage  suit,  and  comes  within  the 

tated  by  the  Court  in  Armstrong  v.   Storer  (J), 

where 
;l  Beav.  '126  (/>)  14  Bear.  538. 

<.  XXVI.  R 
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1858.  where  the  Court  says — "  But  if  the  mortgagee,  instead 
^'^^^^^""'^  of  insisting  on  his  right  to  foreclose,  choose  to  institute 
"^«  a  suit  for  the  administration  and  sale  of  the  testator's 

Richards,  estate,  he  introduces  a  new  element  not  within  his  con- 
tract, and  as  he  does  not  rest  exclusively  on  his  con- 
tract, but  seeks  something  beyond  it,  the  costs  of  the 
suit  are,  in  that  case,  considered  as  costs  of  adminis- 
tration, and  are  to  be  paid  in  the  first  instance  if  the 
estate  prove  deficient.  He  seeks,  in  fact,  in  such  a  case, 
something  beyond  the  foreclosure;  something  which 
his  contract  would  not  have  given  him." 

So  in  Macrae  v.  Ellerton  (a),  S,  W,  was  a  mortgagee 
of  freehold  and  leasehold  premises.  The  mortgagor 
died  in  1837,  and  the  mortgagees  filed  a  bill  against 
the  legatee,  devisee  and  executors,  seeking  a  foreclosure 
or  a  sale  of  the  property.  The  freeholds  and  leaseholds 
were  sold  under  the  decree,  but  the  proceeds  were  in- 
sufiicient  to  pay  the  Plaintiff's  debt  At  the  hearing 
on  further  consideration,  the  Court  held,  that  the  four 
Defendants  were  entitled  to  be  paid  their  costs  (one  set 
as  between  solicitor  and  client)  out  of  the  fund  realized 
by  the  sale  of  the  property.  Sir  John  Stuart  ob- 
served (6),  that  "  there  had  been  a  realization  which  the 
Plaintiff  could  not  effect  under  the  power  of  sale  in 
the  deed." 

No  inquiry  has  been  directed  as  to  the  relative  value 
of  the  term  and  the  reversion  in  fee. — [^The  Master  of 
the  Rolls  :  The  reversion  alone  would  sell  for  nothing, 
but  the  fee  would  produce  more  than  the  term.] 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Simpson,  for  two  other  Defend- 
ants, argued  that  the  Plaintiff  had  obtained  something 
beyond  his  strict  legal  rights,  that  if  there  had  been 

a  deficiency, 

(fl)  4  Jurisl,  967.  {b)  Page  969. 
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a  deficiency,  the  case  of  Macrae  v.  Ellerton  would  have        1868. 
strictly  applied,  and  that  the  principle  was  the  same 
although  there  was  a  small  surplus.  v. 

Richards. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  simple  mortgage  suit  for  realizing  the  seen*' 
rity,  and  the  persons  necessary  for  that  purpose  are 
alone  parties  to  it.  It  prays  a  foreclosure  or  sale  of  the 
mortgage  securities,  which  is  a  1,000  years'  term,  and, 
unless  by  consent,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  have  obtained 
any  further  relief  at  hearing.  But,  at  the  hearing,  the 
persons  interested  in  the  equity  of  redemption  and  the 
fee  agreed  that  the  whole  should  be  sold,  and,  instead 
of  taking  a  decree  for  foreclosure  or  sale  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  term,  a  decree  was  taken  for  a  sale  of 
the  whole  fee  simple. 

If  the  property  comprised  in  the  1,000  years'  term 
would  have  produced  sufficient  to  pay  the  Plaintiff,  the 
sale  of  the  fee  could  only  have  been  for  the  benefit  of 
those  who  were  entitled  to  the  reversion.  They  have 
taken  their  chance  of  the  estate  producing  more,  and 
cannot  be  in  a  better  situation. 

It  is  impossible  to  turn  this  into  an  administration 
suit.  There  appears  to  have  been  a  good  deal  of  admi- 
nistration in  the  suit  before  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart,  but 
this  is  nothing  but  a  simple  bill  to  enforce  a  mortgage 
security,  and  the  decree  itself  shews  it.  I  think  that 
the  mortgagee  must  be  paid  his  principal,  interest  and 
costs  in  the  first  instance. 

Is  any  inquiry  asked  as  to  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money which  is  attributable  to  the  reversion  in  fee  ? 

Mr.  Selwyn  declined  any  inquiry. 

11  2 
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Dec.  17. 

The  Defend- 
ant innocently 
used  the  Plain- 
tiffs' trade- 
markfiy  and,  on 
being  served 
with  the  bill, 
he  removed  the 
labels,  and 
gave  an  under- 
taking not  to 
sell  any  more, 
but  refused  to 
pay  the  costs. 
The  suit  was 
continued  to  a 
hearing,  and 
the  account  of 
profits,  which 
were  very 
trifling,  was 
waived: — 
Heldj  that  the 
Defendant 
must  pay  the 
whole  costs  of 
suit. 


BURGESS  V.  HILLS. 

rriHE   Plaintiffs   carried   on  the  business  of  Italian 

"^      Warehousemen  in  London^  and  one  of  the  articles 

which  they  and  their  predecessors  in  the  business  sold 

was  a  sauce  which  they  called  *'  Essence  of  Anchovies." 

The  Defendant  had  sold  a  similar  sauce,  under  the 
description  of  '*John  Burg'xss  &  Son's  Original  and  Su- 
perior Essence  of  Anchovies."  The  labels  attached  to 
the  bottles,  in  which  the  sauce  was  sold,  were  mere 
colorable  imitations  of  the  labels  long  used  by  the 
Plaintiffs  and  their  predecessors. 

The  Plaintiffs  filed  the  bill  for  an  account  of  the 
profits  derived  by  the  Defendant  from  the  sale  of  the 
sauce,  and  for  an  injunction,  to  restrain  the  Defendant 
from  selling  the  sauce  in  bottles  bearing  the  Plaintiffs' 
labels,  or  colorable  imitations  of  them  thereon. 


It  appeared,  upon  the  answer  and  evidence,  that  the 
Defendant,  a  grocer  in  Birminff/tam,  had  purchased  his 
business  in  1854,  when  he  found  thirty-five  bottles  in 
stock,  and  he  had  since  purchased  more,  from  a  Mr. 
Ward^  a  wholesale  dealer.  But  down  to  the  time  when 
he  was  served  with  the  bill  (2  July,  1858)  the  Defend- 
ant was  ignorant  of  the  Plaintiffs'  rights,  or  that  the 
labels  on  the  bottles  were  a  piracy.  Being  served,  he 
explained  the  circumstance,  removed  the  objectionable 
labels  from  the  bottles,  and  gave  the  solicitor's  clerk  an 
undertaking  not  to  sell  any  more. 

On 
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On  the  9th  of  July j  he  was  served  with  an  injunc-        1858. 
tion,  when  he  applied  to  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  to  stop      ^iT^^^^^^ 

.  ,  Burgess 

the  proceedings,  who  offered  to  do  so  on  payment  of  the  v. 

costs,  which  he  stated  to  be  50Z.  This  sum  the  De-  ^'^''*" 
fendant  considered  unjust,  and  his  solicitor,  on  the 
10th  oF  July^  proposed  that  the  injunction  should  be 
continued,  each  party  bearing  his  own  costs,  and  he 
continued  as  follows : — '^  but  if  you  press  the  suit  on 
for  hearing,  and  incur  further  costs  to  the  Defendant, 
I  shall  then  ask  the  Court  that  your  clients  be  made  to 
pay  them." 

On  the  next  day,  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  in  reply,  pro- 
posed that  'Hhe  injunction  should  stay,  the  Defendant 
pay  the  Plaintiffs'  costs  up  to  the  present  time,  which 
he  agreed  to  pay."  This  was  declined  on  the  13lh  of 
July,  1858. 

On  the  27th  September,  the  Plaintiffs  offered  to  dis- 
continue on  payment  of  taxed  costs,  which  the  Defend- 
ant declined, .  but  he  offered  **  to  let  the  proceedings 
stand  as  they  were,"  if  the  Plaintiffs  would  pay  the 
Defendant's  costs. 

Not  being  able  to  arrange  any  terms,  the  Plaintiffs, 
on  the  15th  November,  gave  notice  of  motion  for  a 
decree,  which  they  now  brought  on. 

Thct  profit  derived  by  the  Defendant  from  the  sale  of 
the  anchovies  did  not  exceed  21. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Regnier  W.  Moore  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  merely  asked  that  the  injunction  might  be 
made  perpetual,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  pay  the 
costs.     They  relied  on  Burgess  v.  Hately  (a). 

Mr. 

(a)  Po%t,  p.  249. 


Hills. 
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ISoS.  Mr.  OutereU  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Defendant  has  acted  innocently  and  in  total 
ignorance  of  the  PlaintiflSi*  rightB,  or  of  the  piracy  of 
the  labels.  The  Plaintiflfs  oogfat  to  have  appealed  to 
the  Defendant  prefioos  to  instituting  the  soit,  and  he 
woald,  at  once,  hare  sobmitted,  and  the  litigation  woold 
have  been,  by  these  means,  altogether  avoided.  The 
Plaintiffs  ought  either  to  pay  the  Defendant's  costs,  or 
at  least  all  those  incurred  sobseqaent  to  the  Defendant's 
sobmission  to  the  Plainti&'  claim,  or,  at  aD  events,  the 
Coarty  following  MUUmgtom  t.  Fax{a)^  should  allow 
the  Plaintiffs  no  costs  of  the  suit.  In  Millimgtom  t. 
Fox  (a),  an  application  had  been  made  to  the  Defend- 
ants before  suit,  which,  as  the  Court  held,  **  was  met 
by  the  Defendants'*  in  a  manner  which  justified  die 
Plaintiffs  in  filing  the  bill;  but  the  Defendants  had 
immediately  afterwards  submitted  to  the  Plaintiffs'  de* 
raands.  The  Court  thought  the  conduct  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs unjustifiable  in  prosecuting  the  suit  to  a  bearing, 
and  gave  them  no  costs. 

Secondly,  as  the  only  question  remaining  after  the 
submission  was  the  costs  of  suit,  the  Plaintiflb  might 
have  bad  the  point  decided  on  a  simple  motion.  In 
Swell  ▼.  Abraham  (ft),  Lord  Langdale  held,  that  when 
the  demand  of  the  Plaintiff  is  submitted  to,  and  the 
only  question  between  the  parties  is  as  to  the  costs  of 
the  suit,  the  cause  ought  not  to  be  proceeded  in,  but 
an  application  ought  to  be  made  to  the  Conrt  to  pre- 
vent the  expense  of  further  proceedings.  He  also  cited 
Chappell  V.  Davidson  (c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  one  of  those  painful  cases  in  which,  in  con- 
sequence 

(a)  3  MyL  Sf  Cr.  338.        (6)  8  Bern.  598.        (c)  2Kt^iJ.  129. 
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Requence  of  mistaken  views,  parties  proceed  in  a  course        1868. 

of  useless  litigation,  when  their  rights  were  ascertained, 

and  the  question  between  them  mighi  have  been  settled 

by  the  application  of  the  simplest  common  sense.  Hills. 

The  case  is  this :  the  Plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  a  par- 
ticular label,  that  right  is  interfered  with  by  the  De- 
fendant, but  it  being  impossible  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  tell 
to  what  extent  his  right  is  interfered  with,  he  applies  to 
the  Court  to  restrain  the  interference.  I  fully  believe 
that  the  Defendant  did  not  know  that  he  was  doing 
wrong,  and  that  he  believed  that  he  had  a  right  to  sell 
this  article.  But  it  is  a  very  old  and  very  necessary 
legal  maxim,  that  ignorantia  legis  neminem  excusat.  It 
is  impossible  to  allow  a  person  to  escape  from  his  lia- 
bility, when  be  has  interfered  with  the  rights  of  another, 
on  the  plea  that  he  acted  in  ignorance  of  that  person's 
rights.  It  is  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  instruct  parties 
that  they  must  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  other 
persons: — that  the  person  whose  rights  are  interfered 
with  is  the  person  aggrieved,  and  that  the  person  who 
interferes  with  them  is  the  aggressor.  I  concur  in  the 
opinion  of  Sir  James  Wigram,  that  it  would  be  a  useful 
rule  to  require  that  in  most  cases  the  Plaintiff,  before 
he  files  a  bill,  should  apply  to  the  Defendant  to  know 
whether  he  will  or  will  not  accede  to  his  demands,  but, 
as  the  Vice-Chancellor  says,  that  is  not  the  law  of  the 
Court,  and  that  rule  has  never  been  acted  upon.  In 
many  injunction  cases  it  would  be  impossible  to  act  on 
it,  because  the  injury  would  be  done  while  the  appli- 
cation to  the  Defendant  was  being  made. 

That  being  the  case,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  come  to  this  Court  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  use  of  their  trade  mark.  The 
Defendant  appears  to  me  to   have  acted  extremely 

proper. 
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Hills. 


proper,  in  saying  at  once,  that  he  did  not  wish  to  inter- 
fere with  the  Plaintiffs*  trade  mark^  that  he  did  not  know 
he  was  doing  anything  wrong,  that  he  would  give  an  un- 
dertaking to  sell  no  more ;  besides  this,  he  took  the  ob- 
jectionable labels  oft*  the  bottles,  so  that  no  more  might 
be  sold.  Nothing  more  would  have  been  to  be  done,  if 
he  had  said,  as  was  said  in  Millivgton  v.  Fox,  *'  I  will 
make  you  compensation  for  any  injuiy  and  pay  your 
costs,"  or  if  the  Defendant  here  had  said  simply,  I  will 
pay  you  the  costs  of  the  suit,  for,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  I  should  have  considered  the  offer 
of  the  taxed  costs  without  damages  sufficient,  and  all 
that  could  have  been  required  of  him.  If  he  had  said, 
"  I  will  pay  you  the  reasonable  costs  of  suit,  but  they 
must  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer,"  I  should  have 
viewed  the  matter  in  a  very  different  light. 


It  is  said,  that  after  the  Defendant's  submission,  the 
Plaintiffs  should  have  applied  to  the  Court  to  compel 
him  to  pay  the  costs;  but  it  is  clear,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
had  no  means  of  doing  so.  If  they  had  given  notice  of 
motion,  and  the  Defendant  had  resisted  it,  the  simple 
result  would  have  been,  that  the  Court  would  have  re- 
fused the  motion  with  costs. 


They  had,  therefore^  no  means  of  getting  the  costs, 
except  by  proceeding  to  a  hearing.  All  the  cases  cited 
shew,  that  up  to  the  time  when  notice  was  given,  the 
Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  their  costs,  which  being 
refused  by  the  Defendant,  it  became  necessary  for  the 
Plaintiffs  to  incur  the  further  expense  of  bringing  the 
cause  to  a  hearing  to  obtain  them.  In  Millington  v. 
FoXy  where  the  offer  by  the  Defendant  had  been  to  do 
everything,  which  of  course  would  have  included  paying 
the  costs  up  to  the  time  when  he  received  notice.  Lord 
CoUenham  held,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  not  have  his 

costs 
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costs,  on  the  ground  that  he  went  on  with  the  suit  to        1868. 
obtain  something  which  he  afterwards  abandoned.  ^''^^ 

Burgess 

V. 

This  idle  litigation  is  much  to  be  regretted,  some  mis-        Hills. 
take  of  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  possibly  some  little 
temper,  has  made  it  necessary  to  bring  the  cause  to  the 
hearing. 

I  have  no  power  to  do  anything  but  adjudicate  on 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  but  if  the  Defendant  had  offered 
the  Plaintiffs  all  they  were  entitled  to,  and  after  that  the 
Plaintiffs  had  proceeded  in  the  suit,  I  most  certainly 
should  not  have  given  the  Plaintiffs  a  penny  of  the 
costs  incurred  after  that  period,  indeed  I  should  have 
endeavoured  to  make  them  pay  them.  The  Defendant 
ought  to  have  offered  the  Plaintiffs  the  costs  they  had 
incurred,  but  instead  of  doing  so,  he  has  refused  to  pay 
them. 

The  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  a  perpetual  injunction, 
with  their  costs  of  suit. 


BURGESS  V.  HATELY. 

Dec.  14. 
npHIS   was  a  suit   to  restrain   the   Defendant   from  A  suit  was 

-'^      selling  a  sauce  called  "  Essence  of  Anchovies,"  in  "^J|^"^  ^j,^ 

bottles  having  labels  similar  to  those  of  the  Plaintiffs,  user  of  a  trade- 
J  ^  .  mark,  and  for 

and  for  an  account.  an  account. 

No  application 
was  made  to 

The  Plaintiffs,  who  had  obtained  an  injunction,  now  the  Defendant 
moved  for  a  decree.    The  Court  held,  that  the  imitation  l>efore  suit, 

'  and  the  De- 

was  fendant  said 
he  would  have 
desisted  if  apph'ed  to.    At  the  hearing,  the  account  was  abandoned,  but  a  perpetual 
Djunction  was  granted : — Held,  that  the  Defendant  must  pay  the  costs. 
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was  proved,  and  the  only  remaining  question  was  as  to 
the  costs  of  the  suit. 

No  application  had  been  noade  to  the  Defendant 
before  suit,  and  the  Defendant  stated,  that  he  was 
ignorant  of  the  Plaintiffs'  rights,  and  that  if  the  Plain- 
tifls  had  required  him,  by  letter  or  notice,  to  discon- 
tinue the  use  of  the  label,  he  would  have  readily  com- 
plied therewith,  without  any  proceeding  at  law  or  in 
equity,  as  such  label  never  had  been  of  the  smallest 
value  or  benefit  to  him.  He  said,  that  on  discovering, 
afler  the  bill  was  filed,  that  the  Plaintiffs  claimed  the 
label  as  their  own  property,  and  as  descriptive  of  the 
sauces  of  their  own  manufacture,  he  had  not  since  used 
any  of  the  labels,  and  he  continued  to  abstain  from 
their  use  in  future;  however,  he  still  submitted,  that 
the  Plaintiffs,  before  obtaining  the  relief  sought  by 
their  bill  as  to  the  labels,  were  hound  to  establish  their 
original  and  exclusive  right  thereto. 


Mr.  It,  Palmer  and  Mr.  R.  Moore  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
waived  the  account,  and  asked  for  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion with  costs. 

Mr.  Haddan,  for  the  Defendant,  only  argued  the 
question  of  costs. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  suit  has  been  brought  to  a  hearing  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  determining  the  question  of  costs,  and, 
in  my  opinion,  it  is  one  in  which  the  costs  must  follow 
the  event,  and  be  paid  by  the  Defendant. 


The  case  is  this: — The  Defendant  has  been  using, 
what,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  colorable  imitation  of  the 

Plaintiffs' 
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Burgess 


Plaintiffs'  trade-mark,  and,  thereupon,  the  PlaintiflTsy        1868. 
without  making  any  application  to  the  Defendant,  file 
a  bill  For  an  injunction.     I  think  they  were  justified  in  v. 

doing  so.  The  aggression  was  on  the  part  of  the  De-  Hately. 
fendant,  by  the  user  of  the  Plaintiffs'  trade-mark,  and 
which  the  Plaintifis  were  entitled  to  prevent.  If  the 
Defendant  did  not  dispute  the  Plaintiflfs'  right,  the 
proper  course  for  him  to  have  taken  was  this: — He 
should,  at  the  first  moment,  have  said  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
that  he  did  not  dispute  their  right,  and  that  be  was 
ready  to  pay  their  reasonable  costs.  Instead  of  adopting 
that  course,  the  Defendant  insisted,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
had  no  right  to  file  the  bill,  and  although  he  was 
willing  to  submit  to  an  injunction,  he  put  in  an 
answer  saying,  the  labels  were  of  no  use  to  him,  and 
that  he  had  abandoned  the  use  of  them.  A  more 
idle  litigation  on  his  part  can  scarcely  be  conceived. 
The  suit  is  then  continued  and  brought  to  the 
hearing,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  determining  whether 
the  Defendant  ought  to  pay  the  Plaintiffs'  costs.  After 
it  has  been  determined,  that  the  Defendant  is  not  at 
liberty  to  use  that  colorable  imitation  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
labels,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  as  of  right 
to  an  injunction  to  restrain  him,  it  is  impossible  for 
the  Court  to  avoid  giving  the  Plaintiffs  the  general  costs 
of  the  suit  as  against  the  Defendant  who  has  failed,  and 
who  insists  that  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  that  which 
generally  follows  the  decision  of  a  right,  namely,  the 
costs  of  obtaining  that  decision.  The  Defendant  at 
the  hearing  argues  particular  points  of  evidence,  and 
asks  for  the  costs  relating  to  them ;  but  I  cannot  accede 
to  the  Defendant's  view.  A  mass  of  costs  has  been 
caused  by  the  Defendant  not  giving  way  in  a  matter  in 
which,  in  my  opinion,  he  had  no  right  to  resist,  and  the 
consequence  is,  that  the  injunction  must  be  made  per- 
petual, and  the  Defendant  must  pay  the  costs  of  the 
suit 
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GASKELL  V.  CHAMBERS.    (No.  1.) 


A  company,      fTlHE  London  Mutual  Life  and  Gaarantee  Society 

tboogh  not  I 

formally  dit-  h2ti,  in   1857,  sold  its  business  to  another  office, 

tf^Jj  *^°^  though  never  formally  dissolved,  it  had  practically 

ceased  to  exist,  ceased  to  exist.     It  had  no  business  or  place  of  busi- 

office  or  "^  ness,  and  the  directors  and  other  officers  had  altogether 

officers.    The  ceased  to  act.    The  chairman  was  dead. 

company 
being  made 

a  suit,  the  ^  ^"'^  having  been  instituted,  to  which  the  company 

Court  ordered    ^|^  make  a  Defendant,  a  difficulty  arose  as  to  serving 

that  service  of 

the  bill  on  the  the  company  with  the  bill. 

late  chairman 
and  the  secre- 
tory should  be       Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Beavan  moved  for  an  order 
good  service       _  i      .  i 

on  the  com-      for  substituted  service. 

pany. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Let  service  on  the  late  deputy  chairman  and  on  the 
late  secretary  be  good  service  on  the  company,  and  let 
the  order  now  made  be  served  with  the  bill. 
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BARNARD  ».  CAVE.  ,,    ,.  ,, 

rpHE  Plaintiff  (a  publican)  agreed  to  lake  a  lease  of  a  The  Plaintiff 
public-house  belonging  to  the  Defiendant  (a  brewer),  ^^^w  of  a*  ^ 
and  on  the  ftth  of  June,  1838,  they  signed  the  following  puWichouse 

,  -  from  the  De- 

memoranaum  of  agreement: —  fendant(a 

brewer),  but 

June  8th,  1857. — Memorandum  of  agreement  for  a  ^^^  written 

contract  said 

lease  of  fourteen  years  of  a  house  intended  for  a  tavern,  nothing  as  to 

situated  at  ilWer^Ao^/, and  called  The  Atalakojr.heiween  the  restrictive 

'  **'  covenants  of  a 

William  Cave  on  the  one  part,  and  James  Barnard  on  brewer's  lease. 
the  other  part.    The  said  James  Barnard  ay,ree8  to  take  ingfjtuted  a 
and  the  said  William  Cave  to  let  the  above-named  house  suit  to  obtain 
for  the  term  specified,  and  at  the  yearly  rent  of  120/.  jeaae.    The 
per  annum.     As  witness  our  hands.  restricted  parol 

William  Cave.       J^r~ 

James  Barnard.    bli«hed  by  ex- 
trinsic evi- 

The  draft  of  a  lease  was  prepared  in  the  form  of  a  that^the  bill* 
"  brewer's  lease,"  obliging  the  tenant  to  purchase  the  mustbedis- 

1  ,  .     ,  .     ,  -  ,      ,  ,      ,  missed.     The 

beer  consumed  m  Ins  house  from  the  lessor,  the  brewer,  plaintiff 

The  Plaintiff  refused  to  concur  in  that  restriction,  and  havingthen 

j^  elected  to  take 

insisted  on  having  a  lease  as  of  a  **  free  public-house, '  a  brewer's 
and  he  filed  a  claim  for  the  specific  performance  of  this  J^^^^^gje  thcT 

written  agreement.  .  Plaintiff  pay- 

ing the  costs 

The  Defendant  objected,  that  the  real  agreement  come  ^^^^^  ■"**• 
to  between  the  parlies,  though  not  so  expressed  in  the 
written  instrument,  was,  that  the  lease  should  be  a 
"  brewer's  lease."  Considerable  parol  evidence  was 
entered  into,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state,  the  Court 
having  come  to  the  conclusion,  on  the  conflict  of  the 
evidence,  that  the  parties  had  really  agreed  for  a 
brewer's  lease,  though  it  was  not  so  expressed  in  the 
written  agreement. 

Mr.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cori/,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

^  Mr. 
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1868.  Mr.  Folktt  and   Mr.   Wickens,  for  the  Defendant. 

^^'^'^^  Townsend  v.   Stangroom  (a) ;    Watson  v.  Mar8ton(b\ 

V.  were  cited. 

Cavb.  


TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Der.  11.  On  reading  over  the  evidence  in  this  case,  I  think  it 

clear  that  the  Defendant  never  intended  to  allow  the 
Plaintiff  to  have  what  is  called  a  "  free  public-house," 
but  that  it  was  intended  that  he  should  be  restricted  as 
to  the  sale  of  the  beer  consumed  in  it,  and  that  it  should 
be  bought  from  the  Defendant.  The  written  agreement, 
which  specified  only  the  amount  of  the  rent  and  the 
term  of  years  to  be  granted,  left  every  thing  else  open. 
The  agreement  as  to  the  beer  is  a  parol  agreement,  and 
is  not  binding,  the  term  being  for  fourteen  years,  and  it 
could  not  be  specifically  enforced  in  this  Court,  but  it  is 
available  as  a  defence.  Nothing  is  more  common  than 
a  parol  agreement  for  a  lease  to  be  carried  subsequently 
into  effect  by  a  lease  in  writing  specifying  more  fully 
the  terms. 

In  other  cases  besides  the  present,  the  Court  has  been 
made  aware,  that  when  a  brewer  lets  his  public-house, 
he  usually  stipulates  for  the  sale  of  the  beer  to  be  con- 
sumed in  it.  The  Plaintiff  was  aware  of  this,  and  the 
evidence  satisfies  me  that  it  formed  part  of  the  parol 
agreement  between  himself  and  the  Defendant.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
a  decree  for  specific  performance  in  the  terms  he  asks 
for  it 

[Mr.  R.  Palmer:  The  Plaintiff  elects  to  take  an  ordi- 
nary brewer's  lease.] 

Then  make  a  decree  for  settling  the  lease  on  that 
principle,  and  order  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit. 

(«)  6  Ves.  328.  (6)  4  De  G.,  M,  ^  G.  230. 
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BOURDILLON  ».  BADDELEY. 

Nov.  5. 
rilHE  Plaintiff  filed  his  affidavits  on  the  10th  of  May ,  On  a  motion 

"*•      and  on  the  17th  of  May  gave  notice  of  motion  the  PliSntiff't 
for  a  decree.     The  Defendant  filed  his  affidavits  on  the  affidavit  in 
28th  of  June,  and  the  Plaintiff's  time  for  filing  affidavits  filed  on  the 
in   reply  (a)   having  been   extended,  he  filed   a   short  fi^  ^n^f^'' 
affidavit  in  reply  on  the  14th  Avgust.    The  Defendant  ant  took  no 
gave  no  notice  of  his  intention   to  cross-examine  the  examine^untH 

Plaintiff  until  November.  after  the  Long 

Vacation,  and 
he  then  asked, 

The  motion  for  a  decree  was  now  brought  on.  that  the  cause 

^  might  stand 

over,  to  enable 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Jestel  for  the  Plaintiff.  *•»■»  *?  ^'T" 

examine  the 
PlainUfi: 

Mr.  Rodwellf  for  the  Defendant,  asked  that  the  cause  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^ 
might  stand  over,  to  give  the  Defendant  an  opportunity  titled  as  of 
of  cross-examining  the  Plaintiff  on  his  affidavit     He  u  was  matter 
argued,  that  a  party  had  a  right  to  cross-examine  in  ^^f'^'^^^L 
every  case;  15  tc  16  Vict,  c.  86,  s.  40 ;  and  upon  a  mo-  having  heard 
tion  for  a  decree ;  Williams  v.  Williams  (b).     Secondly,  3j*inJ*^'„';^^ 
that  the  month  given  by  the  33rd  Order  of  August,  cessity  for  a 
1862  (c),  and  the  6th  Order  of  13th  January,  1865  (rf),  ^^^^  madea 
did  not  run  in  the  Long  Vacation ;  1st  General  Order  of  decree. 
June,  1 864  (e). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  it  was  a  matter 
of  discretion,  and  that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled, 
as  of  right,  either  under  the  statute  or  under  the  orders 

cited. 

(fl)    Tke    25M   Order  of  7th  (c)  Ordines  Can.  470. 

August,  1852.  (d)  Morgan,  341. 

(6)  17  Beav.  156.  (e)  Morgan,  336. 
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1858.  cited.  He  heard  the  cause,  and  thinking  there  was  no 
necessity  For  a  cro^s-examination,  he  made  the  common 
decree  for  foreclosure. 


BoURDILLON 
V. 

Baddeley. 


Note. — See  The  Marchione%$  of  Londonderry  v.  Bramweltf  3  Kay 
^J.  165. 


JONES  V.  THE  CONSOLIDATED  INVESTMENT 

ASSURANCE  COMPANY. 


Nov.U. 


One  of  the        TN  1850,  Edward  Woolcoit  effected  an  assurance  on 

conditions  of  a  ±     j^jg  uf^  ^j^,^   jy^^  Consolidated  Investment  Assn- 

life  policy  wan, 

that  it  should    rance  Company  For  the  sum  of  600/. 

be  void  if  the 

assured  died 

by  his  own  Qne  of  the  conditions  endorsed  on  the  said  policy 

it  should  have    was  as  follows  : — "  The  policy  of  a  person  assuring  his 
been  assigned    q^^  jjfg  ^j||  become  void  if  he  dies  by  his  own  hand  or 

to  other  par-  ,  '^ 

ties,  for  vaUi-  by  the  hand  of  justice,"  &c.,  &c.     "But  should  such 

ration^si'x  ^  policies  have  been  assigned  to  other  parties,  for  a  valu- 

months  before  able  consideration,  six  calendar  months  before  the  death 

Held  that  a  <^f  the  assured,  they  remain  in  force,  to  the  extent  of  the 

letter  to  A.  B,   beneficial  interest  therein  of  the  parties  to  whom  they 
charging  it.  ,    „  ,  ,  .         ,  „ 

with  a  floating  »haiJ  have  been  so  assigned. 

balance  due  to 
him,  and  made 

three  years  Edward  Woolcott  was  in  the  habit  of  obtaining  ad- 

previous  to  the  .     .   ,  . 

death  of  the      vances  of  money  from  the  Plaintiff  on  bills  of  exchange 

assured  by  his  ^^^^   promissory  notes ;    there   was  a   current   account 
own  hand,  ^  .     . 

was  within  the  between  them,  and  the  Plaintiff  held  the  policy  as  a 
excepion.         security  for  the  amount  due  to  him,  from  time  to  time, 

on  such  account  current. 


In  June,  1854,  Edward  Woolcott  signed  and  gave  to 
(he  Plaintiff  the  following  letter  : — *'  I  hereby  authorize 

and 
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and  empower  jou  to  hold  the  policy  of  insurance  you 
bold  upon  my  life  for  600/.  as  security,  in  case  of  death 
or  otherwise,  for  any  notes  of  hand  or  bills  of  exchange 
yoQ  may  have  cashed  for  me."  . 

The  same  course  of  dealing  afterwards  went  on  be* 
tween  the  parties  down  to  the  death  of  JEdward  Wool- 
eoU^  and  the  Plaintiff  continued  to  hold  the  policy  as 
a  security. 

On  the  10th  of  November,  1867,  Edward  WoolooU 
shot  himself. 


1868. 

JoMBt 

Taie  Coir- 

■OLIDATBD 

iNTESTMBMt 

ASSVKAMCS 

COMPAMT. 


He  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  at  the  time  in  a 
sum  exceeding  600/.  His  debt  consisted  of  the  returned 
cheques  and  the  dishonoured  bills  and  promissory  notes 
of  Sanders  and  Woolcott,  amounting  (after  deducting 
the  amount  received)  to  1,080/.  10s.  All  the  items 
constituting  this  balance  were  subsequent  to  1856. 

The  Plaintiff  claimed  the  amount  of  the  policy,  but 
the  company  objected  to  bis  claim,  and  their  solicitor 
stated,  that  the  objections  would  probably  be  the  follow- 
ing:— ^  1.  That  there  was  no  assignment  of  the  policy. 
Should  this  be  waived,  as  to  which  however  we  now 
offer  no  opinion, — 2.  Then  the  letter  only  covers  the 
personal  accommodation  to  Mr.  JEdward  Woolcott,  and 
has  nothing  to  do  with  Sanders  and  Woolcoifs  unpaid 
cheques  or  dishonoured  acceptances." 


The  company's  solicitor  afterwards  stated  the  objec- 
tions in  the  following  terms :  **  Looking  at  the  terms  of 
the  letter  of  29th  of  June,  1864,  first,  it  is  open  to  doubt 
if  it  intended  to  relate  to  any  bills  beyond  such  as  had 
been  then  cashed  for  Mr.  Woolcott.    *  You  may  have 

VOL.  XXVI.  s  cashed 
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V, 

The  Con- 
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Investment 
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Company. 


cashed  For  me'  are  the  words.  2.  In  the  next  place^  as 
we  have  already  stated,  it  is  not  an  assignment  under 
the  condition  indorsed  on  the  policy.  3.  Nor,  if 
treated  as  an  assignment,  does  it  appear  to  come  within 
the  condition,  as  it  was  not  '  for  valuable  consideration.' 
4.  Nor  can  it  be  contended,  as  we  think,  that  advances 
to  *  Sanders  and  Woolcott '  are  advances  to  Edward 
Woolcott.'' 


The  Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit  against  the  company, 
praying  a  declaration  of  his  right,  and  a  decree  for  pay- 
ment of  the  full  amount  of  the  policy  out  of  the  "  stocks, 
funds  and  securities  of  the  company." 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Bagshawey  jun.,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
argued  that  the  several  objections  above  stated  were 
untenable,  and  that  it  had  been  decided,  in  this  Court, 
that  an  equitable  assignment  of  the  policy  was  within 
such  an  exception  as  the  present;  Dufaur  v.  The  Pro- 
fessional  Life  Assurance  Company  (a). 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Schomberg,  for  the  company, 
in  opposition  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim,  relied  on  the 
several  objections  raised  by  the  solicitor  of  the  com- 
pany. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  in  this 
case.  On  the  first  point,  I  think  there  was  an  assign- 
ment to  the  Plaintiff  '*  six  months  before  the  death  of 
the  assured,"  within  the  terms  of  the  special  condition. 
Here  is  a  letter  written  on  the  29th  of  June,  1854,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  that  is  an  assignment  or  not? 

I  entertain 

(a)  25  Beav.  599. 
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I  entertain  no  doubt  that  this  letter  constitutes  an  as- 
signment in  equity,  where  alone,  as  it  is  a  chose  in  action^ 
it  could  be  assigned.  That  being  so,  it  is  clear,  that  in 
the  terms  of  the  condition  endorsed  on  the  policy,  it 
**  has  been  assigned  to  other  parties,"  and  that  this 
assignment  was  made,  not  six  months,  but  four  years, 
*'  before  the  death  of  the  assured." 


1868. 

Jones 

V. 

The  Con- 
solidated 
Investment 
Assurance 
Company. 


I  dissent  from  the  doctrine,  that,  according  to  the 
terms  of  this  letter,  the  assignment  must  be  considered 
as  constantly  recurring,  and  that  a  fresh  assignment 
would  be  required  as  each  liability  was  incurred.  It 
was  given  to  a  person  with  whom  the  assured  intended 
to  have  dealings,  as  a  security  for  the  balance  on  the 
transactions. 

As  to  the  consideration,  I  think  that  the  moment 
a  sum  became  due  from  Edward  Woolcott  to  the 
Plaintiff,  it  constituted  a  good  and  valuable  considera- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  assignment  so 
made.  It  is  true  that  if  nothing  had  been  due  on  it  at 
the  time,  or  if  the  balance  had  been  on  the  other  side, 
there  would  be  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  Plaintiff  or 
anything  which  this  Court  could  give  effect  to.  But 
the  assignment  would  be  perfectly  good,  though  the 
beneficial  interest  in  the  thing  assigned,  viz.  the 
policy,  might  sometimes  be  very  small  and  sometimes 
very  considerable. 

I  do  not  therefore  doubt  that  there  was  here  a  per- 
fectly good  and  valid  assignment,  within  the  terms  of 
the  policy,  and  that  it  was  made  ''  six  months  before 
the  death  of  the  assured." 


The  next  question  is,  what  is  the  construction  of  the 
letter,  because,  if  it  is  only  a  security  for  money  then 

8  2  actually 


JOVBI 
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1868.       actually  due,  it  will  not  coTer  subsequent  advances. 
Though  this  is  obscure^  I  do  not  think  that  such  is  the 
construction  of  the  letter ;  but  the  parties  themselTeSy 
The  Cok-     jn  their  subsequent  dealings,  seera  to  have  put  a  con- 

■OLIDATCD  .  ...  .  . 

Ikvbstment    struction  on  it  of  which  it  is  susceptible,  and  which  is 

AwuEAMCB    favorable  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim.     The  policy  is  to  be 
Company.  '         - 

held  as  a  security,  in  case  of  death,  **  for  any  notes  of 
hand  or  bills  of  exchange  you  may  have  cashed  for 
roe."  This  means  not  **  now,'*  but  *^  then,*'  that  is,  at 
any  time  when  the  event  may  occur.  The  policy  was 
not  taken  back  when  the  sum  actually  due  at  the  date 
of  the  letter  was  paid  off*,  but  it  continued  for  more 
Ihan  three  years  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff*,  and  the 
parties  continued  to  deal  with  each  other  on  the  same 
footing  and  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  policy  were 
a  security  for  the  floating  balance ;  and  on  the  death 
of  Wookott  there  were  bills  and  notes  which  the  Plain* 
tiff  had  cashed  and  discounted  for  Woolcoit. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  first,  that  there  is  a  good 
assignment  of  the  policy,  and  secondly,  that  it  covers 
all  notes  of  hand  and  bills  which  the  Plaintiff  may  have 
cashed  for  Wookott  at  his  death,  and  consequently,  that 
in  respect  of  these,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Take  a  decree  for  what  is  due  on  that  footing. 
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POWELL  V.  HELLICAR. 

Bee.  14. 

JQLIZABETH  FUIDOE  died  on  the  13th  of  July,  Immediately 
1858.     She  was  possessed  of  a  watch  and  various  ^^^^^  the  de- 
trinkets  and  other  articles  which  were  in  her  dressing;-  ceased  told  A. 

to  take  the 

case,  and  of  certain  other  trinkets  which  were  kept  keys  of  a 
locked   up  in  a  box.    The  keys  of  the   dressing-case  ^''^""'nfi:  case 

*  ^     ^  ^  and  box,  con- 

and  box  were  on  the  same  ring,  and  were  always  kept  tainingawatch 

by  Elizabeth  Fuidge.     In  the  week  immediately  pre-  JJjJ  ^^^^* 

ceding    her   death,  Elizabeth   Fuidge,  while   suffering  diately  on  her 

under  the  illness  of  which  she  died,  and   in   the  im-  liver  the  watch 

mediate  expectation  of  death,  who  was  then  staying;  at  *"*l '^i"^?**.« 
^  /.       ,  111^  -rT  i       to  the  Plamtiff. 

Weston'Super-Mare  for  her  health,  told   Mary  Fisher  a.  did  so. 

to  take  the  keys  of  the  dressing-case  and  box,  and  to  /?• 'jIj     * 
keep  the  same,  and  immediately  after  her  {Elizabeth  constitute  a 
Fuidge's)  death,  to  deliver  the  watch  and  trinkets  which  „^^^  f,'^^ 
were  in  the  dressing-case  and  box  to  the  Plaintiffs.     In 
accordance  witli  such  direction,  Mary  Fisher  imme- 
diately took  the  keys  and  kept  them  in  her  sole  custody 
until  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Fuidge,  and,  after  her  death, 
Mary  Fisher  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  Catherine  Eliza- 
beth Powell  the  dressing-case  and  box,  with  the  watch 
and  trinkets  therein  contained,  and  the  same  remained 
in  her  possession. 

At  the  time  when  the  keys  were  delivered  to  Mary 
Fisher,  the  dressing-case  was  in  Elizabeth  Fuidges 
room  at  Weston,  but  the  box  was  at  her  residence  at 
Clifton. 

The  Plaintiffs  insisted,  that  the  gift  of  the  watch  and 

trinkets 


262 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1868. 


Powell 

V. 

Hellicar. 


trinkets  by  Elizabeth  Fuidge  was  a  good,  valid  and 
effectual  gift,  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Freeling  for  the  Plaintiff, 
argued  that  there  had  been  a  good  symbolical  delivery, 
to  the  common  agent  of  both  parties,  by  the  deceased, 
while  in  the  expectation  of  approaching  death,  and  that 
this  constituted  a  good,  valid  and  effectual  gift  of  the' 
watch  and  trinkets  as  a  donatio  mortis  causd.  They 
cited  Duffield  v.  Elwes  (a) ;  Bouts  v.  Ellis  (b) ;  Snell- 
grove  v.  Baily  (c). 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Lindley,  for  the  Respondents, 
were  stopped  by  the  Court. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  referring  to  JBunn  v. 
Markham  (d)  ;  Farguharson  v.  Cave  (c),  and  Reddel  v. 
Dubree  (f),  said,  that  he  could  not  hold  this  to  be  a 
good  donatio  mortis  causd,  for  there  had  been  no 
delivery. 


(a)  1  B/i.  ( N.  5.)  497  ;  1  Sim. 
if  Stu.  239. 

(b)  17  Beav.  121. 
(f)  3  Atk.  2li. 


(d)  7  Taunt.  224. 
(f)  2  Colfy,  356. 
(/)  10  Sim.  244. 
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Re  PAULDING'S  TRUST. 

Dee.  21 . 
rriHE  testatrix  made  her  will  in  December,  1825,  and  Bequest  to  my 

•*•      died    in  January,  1826,  and  the  question  arose  "fmy^e-*"*^ 
upon  the  construction  oC  her  will.  phews  and 

nieces  as  shall 
be  tben  living, 

She  gave  her  real  and   personal  estate  to  trustees,  and  the 
in  trust  to  sell,  convert  and  invest  the  produce,  and  guchof'them 
after  payment  of  annuities  to  her  brother,  upon  trust  to  as  shall  be  then 
pay  and  divide  the  remainder  "  unto  my  niece  Elizabeth  children  to  be 
Chapman,  2LnA  such  of  my  nephews  and  nieces  as  shall  entitled  only  to 

1,1..  .  .  the  part  of 

be  then  nvmg,  and  the  child  and   children  of  such  of  their  parents. 
them  as  shall  be  then  dead,  in  equal  shares  and  pro-  ^5^»  that  the 
portions  and  amounts,  in  common,  and   not  as  joint  nephew  who 
tenants,  such  child  or  children   to  be  entitled  only  to  jj^g  ofthe^tes- 
the  part,  share  and  proportion  of  his  or  their  parent  or  ***"*  partici- 
respective  parents,"  and  to  be  paid  "  as  and  when"  they 
shall  severally  attain   twenty-one  years,   with  interest 
for  the  same  in  the  meantime,  towards  his,  her  or  their 
education  and  support" 

The  state  of  her  family  was  this: — She  had  three 
nephews  and  one  niece,  of  whom  Henry  died  in-  her 
lifetime,  leaving  six  children. 

Mr.  Jessel  contended  that  the  children  of  Henry 
were  excluded ;  for  that  they  took  by  substitution  for 
their  father,  who  being  dead  at  the  testatrix's  death, 
could  not  himself  have  taken  ;  Chris  top  her  son  v.  Nay- 
lor  (a);  Butter  v.  Ommaney(b)\  Peel  v.  Catlow{c)\ 
Or  ay  v.  Garman  {d) ;  Ih/therleigh  v.  Harbin  (e). 

The 

(a)  1  Mer.  320.  (d)  2  Hare,  268. 

(b)  4  Rusi.  70.  (e)  6  Sim.  329. 
(0  9  Sim.  372. 
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tu 

F^rLMso'f        Mr.  Harsajff  in  the  same  interest. 


Tft4.»T. 


Mr  Keene  and  Mr.  Fao4  camtra^  were  not  beard. 

7^  Master  of  lA^  Rolls. 

I  think  that  Henry  $  children  take  a  share.  In  the 
Tiew  I  take  of  this  case,  I  do  not  think  that  Butier  w. 
Ommaney  and  Tytkerleigh  ▼.  Harbin  are  irreeoncihible, 
or  that  it  necessarily  follows  that  if  one  stands  the 
other  most  fall.  The  Tiew  I  took  of  the  point  in  /veT. 
King  (a),  I  am  still  disposed  to  adopt.  It  is  thns  stated 
in  page  53  of  the  report  of  that  case,  ^  The  distinction 
which  is  to  be  found  in  cases  of  this  description  is  to 
this  effect : — If  a  testator  give  a  legacy  to  a  class  of 
persons,  such  as  the  children  of  A.,  and  goes  on  to 
provide,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  one  of  the 
children  of  A.  before  the  period  of  distribution,  the 
issue  of  such  child  shall  take  their  parent's  share ;  such 
issue  cannot  take  unless  the  parent  might  have  taken, 
and  consequently,  if  a  child  of  A.  be  dead  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  or  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  issue  of 
that  child  cannot  take  anything.  This  is  the  principle 
I  have  already  stated  in  CouUhurst  v.  Carter  (i)  to  be 
established  by  Peel  v.  Callow  (c);  Waugh  v.  Waugh{d)\ 
Chrislopherson  v.  Naylor  (e),  and  many  other  cases." 

''  But  if  the  original  legacy  be  not  to  a  class,  but  to  a 
named  individual  legatee,  with  a  direction  that  in  case 
of  death  of  the  legatee  before  payment,  the  legacy  14 
to  go  to  another  person,   although  the  death  of  the 

legatee 

{a)  16  Beav.  46.  {d)  2  Myl  8f  K,  ^\. 

(b)  15  Beav.  421.  (e)  1  Mer.  320. 

(c)  9  Sim,  372. 
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legatee  occurs  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  gift  1856. 

OTer  takes  effect  upon  the  presumption  that  such  ulte-  ^'^^^ 

rior  legatee  was  substituted  in  order  to  prevent  a  lapse  FAULome's 

of  the  legacy.    This  is  decided  in  Miller  t.  Warren  (a) ;  '^■''"• 
Dctrrd  v.  Molesworth  (b),  in  Houghton  v,  Harrison  {e)^ 
in  Mackinnon  r.  Peach  {d),  and  in  several  other  cases/' 

In  Butler  v.  Ommaney  (e)  the  case  ivas  of  this  de- 
scription : — The  residue  was  given  to  be  equally  divided 
between  the  children  of  his  brother  Joseph  and  his  late 
sister  Betty^  and  late  brother  Jacobs  **  who  should  be 
then  living/'  These  were  the  class  of  persons  to  take. 
''  And  as  to  such  of  them  as  should  be  then  dead, 
leaving  a  child  or  children,  such  child  or  children  were 
to  be  and  stand  in  the  place  or  places  of  his,  her  or 
their  parent  or  parents/'  The  Vice-Chancellor  held, 
that  the  children  of  such  children  of  the  brothers  and 
sisters  of  the  testator  as  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime 
were  not  entitled.  But  this  will  appears  to  be  quite 
distinct  from  that.  The  words  here  are : — **  to  my 
niece  Elizabeth  Chapman^  and  such  of  my  nephews 
and  nieces  as  shall  be  then  living,  and  the  child  and 
children  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  dead."  This 
is  the  class  of  persons  to  take ;  it  is  not  as  if  she  had 
said  '^  to  Elizabeth  Chapman  and  my  nephews  and 
nieces  who  shall  be  then  living,  and  as  to  such  of  them 
as  shall  be  then  dead  leaving  children,  such  children 
are  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  parent.''  But  the  tes- 
tatrix puts  amongst  the  class  of  persons  who  are  to 
take  the  children  of  deceased  nephews  and  nieces ;  and 
she  puts  them,  in  this  respect,  exactly  in  the  same 
situation  as  she  had  Elizabeth  Chapman  and  her 
nephews  and  nieces  then  living.  He  then  goes  on  to 
direct  what  shares  the  various  members  of  the  class  are 

to 

(fl)  2  Vem.  207.  (d)  2  Keen,  555. 

{b)  Ibid.  37S.  (e)  4  Rmt.  70. 

(c)  2  Alk,  329. 
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1858.       to  take  as  bctweeo  theoMdYcs,  and  he  directs  that  soch 
^^"^^^      children  are  not  to  take  eqoal  shares  with  the  nephews 
FACLMsa's    ^^  nieces,  hot  the  chiUren  of  a  nephew  and  niece  are 
TacsT.       QQiy  iQ  i^e  amongst  them  soch  share  as  the  parent 
would  have  taken.    That  appears  to  me  to  distinguish 
this  case  from  Butter  t.  Omautmof,  and  to  make  it  clear 
that  the  tesutor  intended   that  the  children  of  a  de- 
ceased nephew  should  take. 

Declaration  that  the  children  of  Hemry  take  one- 
fourth 


CANHAMr.NEALE. 
COBBOLD  V.  NEALE. 


Dtt.  15. 
Fonnofdecree  nPHESE  were  two  creditors*   suits,  and   the   usual 

tbe^ToT two  decree  had  been  made  in  the  second  suit,  on  the 

ereditort'ioili,  6th  of  June,  1858. 

wbra  one  it 

•tcjred  alter  s 

decree  in  the         By  an  order  made  in  both  causes,  on  the  7th  ofJmfy, 

1858,  the  proceedings  in  the  first  suit  were  stayed,  and 

the  Plaintiff  in  the  first  suit  was  to  have  his  costs  down 

to  the  time  when  be  had  notice  of  the  decree. 


The  minutes,  as  drawn,  ordered  Canham*8  costs  to  be 
paid,  by  the  administrator,  if  he  had  assets,  but  if  he  had 
not,  and  on  affidavit  that  he  had  none,  Canham  was  to 
be  at  liberty  to  add  his  costs  to  his  debt,  and  go  in  and 
prove  his  claim,  and  the  amount  of  his  taxed  costs 
under  the  second  suit  (a). 

Mr.  Oreenside,  for  Canham,  now  asked  that  the 
order  might  direct  payment  to  him  of  his  costs.     He 

contended 

(a)  In  the  form  of  the  decree  in  WeU  t.  Swinburne,  Seton  on  De- 
creet, p,  464,  n.  (2nd  edit.) 
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contended  that  such  was  the  usual  practice  on  staying 
proceedings  in  these  cases  and  in  the  like  instances  of 
creditors  suing  the  executor  at  law.  That  it  would  not 
be  just  to  pay  Canliam  merely  a  dividend  on  the  costs 
which  he  had  properly  incurred  in  his  suit,  and  in  which; 
if  prosecuted  to  a  docree,  he  would,  in  the  case  of  a 
deficiency  of  assets,  have  been  entitled  to  his  full  costs, 
in  the  first  instance.  He  referred  to  the  Form  IV.  in 
Seton  on  Decrees^  to  shew,  that,  at  least,  he  was  entitled 
to  his  costs  pari  passu  with  the  Plaintiff  in  the  second 
suit,  and  observed,  that  it  might  be  true  that  the  ad- 
ministrator had  no  assets  to-day,  and  yet  he  might  have 
ample  assets  to-morrow.  He  cited  Taylor  v.  South- 
gate  {a);  Frowds.  Baker  {b). 


1868. 


Mr.  Marten,  for  the  Defendant,  was  not  heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  is  correct  as  it  stands, 
and  I  have  often  made  orders  in  the  same  form,  when 
I  have  been  informed  that  there  were  no  assets.  I  am 
not  precluded  by  this  order  from  ultimately  directing 
payment  of  these  costs  out  of  the  estate,  and  the  leave 
given  to  Canham  to  go  in,  in  the  other  suit,  will  give 
him  an  opportunity  of  applying  for  them. 


If  I  ordered  the  administrator  personally  to  pay 
them,  it  might  give  rise  to  much  litigation  and  injustice. 
I  must  refuse  this  motion  with  costs. 


(fl)  4  Afy/.  ^  Cr,  203. 


(b)  4  Beav.  76. 


Note. — See  West  v.  Swinburne,  19  L.  J.,  CAfiii.  81;  Duffort  r, 
Arrowtmith,  7  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  434 ;  Monhead  v.  Reynoldt,  21 
Beav.  038 ;   The  Earl  of  Fortarlington  v.  Darner,  2  PhilL  262. 
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1858. 


Nov.  20. 


DURANTTS  CASK 
In  re  THE  LIVERPOOL  BOROUGH  BANK, 


Where,  by        mHE  above  bank  was  established  in  1836,  and  on 

false  rcpre-  ■  ^       . 

tentationsof  the  17th  of  October,  1857,  it  stopped  payment 

the  directors      j^  ^^^  r.egistered  on  the  11th  of  November,  1857,  under 

of  a  company,  °  '  ' 

a  stranger  is      the  Joint-Stock  Banking  Companies  Act,  1857  (a),  and 

take  shares  di-  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  November,  1857,  resolutions  were  passed 
rectly  from  the  dissolving  the  company  (except  for  the  purposes  of 
transaction  is     winding-up),  and  determining  that  the  company  should 

not  binding  in  jj^  wound  up  voluntarily,  under  the  Joint-Stock  Bank- 
equity,  and  he  ^  J  •' 

is  not  a  con-  ing  Companies  Act,  1857.  A  petition  was  subsequently 
i"b*v  wJch  re^  presented  for  the  continuance  of  the  voluntary  winding- 
presentations  up,  and  on  the  21st  of  December,  1857,  an  order  was 
tors,  he  takes  ^^^^  accordingly,  ''  with  liberty  for  the  creditors,  cod- 
them  from  a  tributories,  liquidators  and  all  other  parties  interested 

third  party,  he  i  i  •    >^  .  .         , 

is  a  contribu-    to  apply  to  this  Court  as  they  might  be  advised. ' 
tory. 

At  the  time  of  the  registration  (1 1th  November^  1867), 
Mr.  Duranty  was  returned  as  a  holder  of  151  shares. 
A  call  of  5/.  a  share  having  been  made  on  Mr.  Jhtrantjft 
he  resisted  it  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  the  summons 
was  adjourned  into  Court  for  argument. 

It  appeared  that  he  had,  through  a  broker,  purchased 
the  151  shares  in  August  and  October,  1857,  from 
third  parties,  by  whom  they  had  been  assigned  to  him. 
The  transfers  had  been  duly  recorded  in  the  books  of 
the  bank,  and  certificates  that  Mr.  Duranty  was  the 
proprietor  of  the  shares,  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the 

deed 
(o)  Sect,  23. 
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deed  of  settlementy  were  delivered  to  him ;  the  last 
having  been  delivered  on  the  19th  of  October^  1867, 
JQst  prior  to  the  bank  suspending  payment  (27th  Oc^ 
tober,  1867). 

The  case  made  by  Mr.  Duranty  was  this: — ^That 
from  1850  to  the  stoppage  of  the  bank,  half-yearly  re- 
ports had  been  published  and  circulated  by  the  bank, 
which  he  had  seen.  These  purported  to  shew  a  most 
flourishing  business,  fully  equal  to  the  payment  of  a 
dividend  of  7/.  per  cent.,  besides  retaining  a  large  re- 
serve fund. 


1858. 


That  in  July,  1857,  the  directors  published  a  report 
of  the  affairs  of  the  bank  and  its  state  and  position,  and 
that,  on  the  faith  of  the  truth  of  that  report,  he  was 
induced  to  purchase  these  shares.  That  be  had  since 
discovered,  that  the  report  was  false  and  erroneous,  and 
that  it  had  been  proved  to  be  so  on  the  trial  of  an 
action  of  iSco^^  v.  Dixon  (a),  in  which  Scott  had  re- 
covered from  a  director  the  full  amount  of  his  pur- 
chase-money on  his  shares,  on  the  ground  of  fraudulent 
misrepresentations  contained  in  that  report. 

Mr.  FaUett  and  Mr.  Bardstoellf  for  Mr.  Duranty, 
argued  that  he  was  not  a  contributory,  for  he  had  been 
induced  by  the  fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  the 
directors  as  to  the  affairs  of  the  company  to  become  a 
shareholder;  and  that  these  having  been  made  in  the 
report  of  the  directors,  the  company  at  large  were 
responsible  for  them.  That  it  had  been  decided  in 
Ayre's  Cas9{b\  that  when  a  person  takes  shares  in  a 
company  through  false  representations,  he  will  not  be 
placed  on  the  list  of  contributories,  if  the  misrepre^ 
sentation  be  made  by  the  company,  and  that  a  com- 
pany 

(a)  Q.  B.,  1S59.  (6)  2d  fieav.513. 
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1868. 

Durantt's 
Case. 

In  re 

The 

Liverpool 

Borough 

Bank. 


pany  will  be  answerable  for  the  misrepresentations  made 
in  a  report  of  the  directors.  They  also  cited  Burnes  v. 
Pennell  (a)  ;  In  re  The  Royal  British  Bank,  Ex  parte 
BrockweU(b);  The  National  Exchange  Company  of 
Glasgow  v.  Drew{c);  Scott  v.  Dixon  {d). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and   Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Official 
Liquidators,  were  not  called  on. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  resistance  of  Mr.  Duranty  is  founded 
upon  a  complete  misapprehension  of  the  nature  of  these 
cases.  It  is,  therefore,  very  important  that  it  should 
be  clearly  understood,  and  I  will  endeavour  to  explain 
the  grounds  upon  which  I  proceed  in  these  cases. 

The  rules  as  to  shareholders  and  contributories  are 
not  new,  nor  have  they  been  introduced  since  the 
Winding-up  Acts;  they  are  merely  the  application  of 
the  existing  rules  of  equity,  which  have  long  prevailed 
where  persons  have  been  induced  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts by  misrepresentations. 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  the  distinction  be* 
tween  the  parties  to  the  contract  and  third  persons; 
between  the  case  where  the  false  representations  are 
made  by  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  and  where 
they  are  made  by  third  persons.  If  a  party  to  a  con« 
tract  make  a  false  representation  to  another,  and  thereby 
induces  him  to  enter  into  the  contract.  Courts  of  Equity 
will  set  it  aside  and  declare  it  absolutely  void,  and 
remit  the  parties  to  it  exactly  the  same  situation  in 
which  they  were  before  the  contract.     But  if  a  third 

person, 


(a)  2H.0/L.  Ca,  497. 
(A)  26  jL.  /.,  CA.,  855. 


(c)  2  Macq.  103. 
{d)  Q,  B.  1859. 
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person,  by  representing  to  A.  that  it  will  be  highly  for 
his  benefit,  and  by  false  representations  induces  him  to 
enter  into  a  contract  with  JB.,  but  JB.  makes  no  false 
representation,  and  is  neither  party  or  privy  to  any  such, 
ihen  the  contract  is  valid,  and  stands  good  in  this 
Court.  But  the  person  who,  by  false  representations, 
induced  the  other  to  enter  into  that  contract  is  liable, 
in  an  action,  to  make  good  to  the  person  he  has  misled 
the  damage  he  has  sustained  by  acting  on  the  mis- 
representation made  to  him.  Now  that  really  is  the 
key  to  the  whole  of  these  cases ;  and  I  have,  upon 
various  occasions,  endeavoured  to  explain  this  as  clearly 
as  I  could. 


1858. 

Duramty's 
Case. 

In  re 

Thi 

Liverpool 

Borough 

Bank. 


Many  cases  have  occurred  in  this  Court,  in  which  a 
person  has  been  induced  to  become  an  original  share- 
holder in  a  joint-stock  company,  upon  the  false  re- 
presentations made  by  another  shareholder  in  the 
company,  who  told  him  that  it  was  an  excellent  and 
thriving  concern,  that  it  would  be  a  most  advisable 
speculation,  and  by  a  series  of  false  representations 
has  induced  him  to  take  shares.  When  it  afterwards 
turned  out  that  it  was  a  very  bad  speculation,  then 
shareholders  have  sought  to  be  relieved  from  being 
made  contributories,  upon  the  ground  that  they  had 
taken  the  shares,  trusting  to  the  false  representations 
of  a  third  person.  This  Court  has  always  held  such 
persons  to  be  shareholders  and  contributories,  and  has 
said,  **  You  did  not  take  the  shares  from  the  person 
who  made  these  representations  to  you,  but  directly 
from  the  directors  of  the  company,  who  made  no  false 
representations  to  you  and  was  privy  to  none ;  you  are 
a  shareholder,  and  consequently  a  contributory  in  the 
company,  and  your  only  remedy  is  by  an  action  at  law 
against  the  person  who  induced  you  by  false  represent 

tations  to  take  these  shares." 

In 


272 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1868. 

Dvkamtt'i 
Casb. 
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Tn 

LlVIEPOOL 
BOBOOOB 


In  BelVs  Case{a)y  a  company  in  insolvent  circum- 
stances had  published  and  circulated  a  great  number  of 
false  representations,  promising  very  great  advantages 
to  persons  becoming  shareholders.  Mr.  Bell^  on  the 
faith  of  these  representations,  took  shares  from  the 
company,  which  stopped  immediately  afterwards,  and 
a  winding-up  order  was  made.  It  was  there  argued, 
that  the  case  came  under  the  rule  I  have  just  referred 
to  as  to  false  representations,  and  that  Bell  was  a  con- 
tributory. I  held  the  contrary.  I  said,  here  the  com- 
pany itself,  by  its  directors,  has  entered  into  a  contract 
with  Bell  J  and  therefore  the  old  rule  of  equity  prevails, 
viz.,  that  when  one  party  to  a  contract,  by  false  re- 
presentations, induces  others  to  enter  into  it,  that  con- 
tract is  void,  and  the  party  making  the  misrepresen- 
tations can  derive  no  benefit  from  it. 


So  also  in  Ayre's  Case  (&),  where  a  person  was  in- 
duced, by  a  printed  report  of  the  directors,  to  subscribe 
for  and  take  shares  from  the  directors,  I  held  that  it  was 
a  contract  entered  into  by  the  directors  for  the  com- 
pany, and  that  the  false  representations  avoided  it. 


But  here  the  contract  was  entered  into  with  a  third 
person,  who  I  assume  to  have  been  a  hon&  fide  share- 
holder, and  it  was  a  contract  between  Mr.  Buraniy 
and  the  holder  of  certain  shares.  If  the  vendor  had 
made  any  false  representation  to  Mr.  Duranty^  or  if  he 
bad  been  cognizant  of  any  false  representations  made 
to  him  on  the  strength  of  which  Mr.  JDuranty  bought 
the  share*,  and  the  vendor  had  fostered  and  encouraged 
those  false  representations,  then  Mr.  Duranty,  as  against 
him,  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  set  aside  this  con-* 
traet,  and  to  call  on  him  to  take  back  the  shares  which, 

from 

(a)  22  Beav.  35.  (^)  25  Bow.  515. 
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from  a  false  representation,  he  had  induced  him  to  buy.        1858. 
But  the  shares  would  still  have  remained  shares  in  the     r^^^"^^^, 
company,  and  having  been  bond  fide  shares  originally,         Case. 
they  could  not  be  made  bad  by  the  owner  of  them        In  re 
dealing  fraudulently  with  them;  in  the  case  supposed^     Liverpool 
they  would  have  been  restored  to  the  vendor,  who,  by      Bobouoh 
false  representations,  attempted  to  sell  them,  and,  on 
the  winding  up  of  the  company,  the  person  who  had 
attempted  to  sell  them  would  have  been  liable  in  respect 
of  them  as  a  contributory. 

Observe  what  would  be  the  consequence  of*  an  oppo- 
site doctrine ;  the  shareholders,  in  general,  have  sub- 
scribed upon  the  strength  of  a  great  number  of  shares 
having  been  taken  by  solvent  and  responsible  persons, 
but  if  it  were  held  that  Mr.  Duranty  is  not  a  contri- 
butory or  shareholder,  the  effect  will  simply  be  to 
destroy  or  cancel  his  shares,  for  they  could  not  be 
forced  back  on  the  vendor,  because,  on  his  part,  the 
transaction  was  bona  fide^  and  thus  the  burthen  of  the 
liabilities  of  the  company  would  be  increased  and  thrown 
on  the  other  shareholders,  who  might  have  trusted  to 
these  very  shares,  amongst  others,  having  been  taken 
by  bona  fide  shareholders. 

I  now  come  to  consider  what  is  the  consequence  of 
the  false  representations  made  by  the  company.  The 
directors  have  made  false  representations,  which  have 
induced  Mr.  Duranty  to  buy  these  shares.  I  accede  to 
the  argument,  that  the  report  of  the  directors  is  the 
report  of  the  company.  But  the  observation  which 
I  formerly  made,  that  the  agent  of  a  company  is  not 
its  agent  for  the  purpose  of  committing  a  fraud,  also 
applies,  for  this  purpose — that  the  misrepresentations  of 
the  directors  do  not  render  the  company  liable  in  an 
action  of  deceit  for  making  those  false  representations. 

VOL.  XXVI.  T  This 
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durantt*s 
Case. 

In  re 

The 

Liverpool 

BOROUOB 

Bank. 


This  is  an  action  of  tort,  and  involves  a  moral  culpa- 
bility. The  directors  are  agents  of  the  company  simply 
for  the  purpose  of  contract,  and  in  all  matters  relating 
to  contracts  their  acts  bind  the  company  ;  and  if  they 
make  a  false  representation  to  A,,  and  thereby  induce 
him  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  company,  the  con« 
tract  will  be  void,  and  the  company  will  be  bound  by 
their  representations;  but  not  so  with  respect  to  con- 
tracts entered  into  between  other  persons,  although 
founded  on  their  representations,  that  if  any  thing  rests 
in  action  against  the  company.  The  directors  are  not 
the  agents  of  the  company  to  commit  a  fraud.  The 
distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  obvious,  the  moment 
that,  by  issuing  a  report,  which  is  the  report  of  the 
company,  the  directors  induce  persons  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  them,  that  contract  may  be  set  aside. 
But  if  they,  by  that  report  or  otherwise,  induce  other 
persons  to  enter  into  contracts  with  third  persons,  that 
contract  is  not  rendered  void,  and  the  company  does  not 
thereby  become  liable  to  an  action  for  deceit,  although 
the  directors  themselves,  severally  and  individually,  who 
made  that  misrepresentation,  do  become  liable  to  an 
action  for  deceit  in  consequence  of  the  report  which 
they  have  so  issued.  That  really  is  the  distinction 
which  prevails  in  these  cases,  and  which  is  important 
to  be  borne  in  mind. 


The  case  of  Scott  v.  Dixon  {a)  really  proves  this  as 
plainly  and  distinctly  as  possible.  It  was  an  action 
brought,  not  against  the  company,  but  against  direc- 
tors, for  issuing  a  false  report,  by  reason  of  which  the 
Plaintiff  had  been  induced  to  become  a  shareholder. 
He  bought  the  shares  bona  fide  from  another  shareholder, 
and  in  consequence  he  became  subject  to  all  the  lia- 
bilities which  attached  to  a  shareholder,  and  accordingly, 


m 


(a)  Q,  B.,  1859. 
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ID  the  estimate  of  bis  damages,  he  claimed  the  amount        1858. 
of  calls  paid  by  him  in  his  character  of  shareholder  and     ^Z^"^'*^^, 

"^  DURAMTY  S 

contributory,    because,   having   become   a   shareholder        Case. 
from  another  person  by  a  bond  fide  contract,  be  was,  by         ^»  re 
reason  of  that  contract,  obliged  to  pay  the  calls.     But     Liverpool 
Mr.  Durantys  position  is  this : — he  has  been  induced,      Borough 
by  false  representations,  to  become  a  shareholder  in  the 
eompafryy  and  he  remains  a  shareholder.    The  shares 
are  perfectly  good  shares  and  are  not  annihilated  by 
the  fact  that  he  bought  them  from  a  bona  fide  share- 
holder through  false  representations.     He  must  there- 
fore bear  the  consequences  of  being  a  shareholder,  and 
OKiBt  pay  the  calls.     But  assuming,  which  I  do,  Scott 
V.  Lfixon  to  remain  law,  he  has  his  action  of  deceit,  or 
for  damages,  againdt  the  person  who  made  those  repre- 
sentations, upon  the  faith  of  which,  and  relying  upon 
and  belrevidg  them  to  be  true,  he  entered  into  the  con- 
tract which   has  made   him  a  shareholder  and  contri- 
butory, and  liable  to  pay  the  calls. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  proceed  further  upon 
the  subject,  but  observe  what  the  consequence  would 
b^  if  every  person  who  had  bought  shares  since  the 
false  representations  were  made,  that  is,  since  the  report 
was  published,  were  held  not  to  be  shareholders  of  the 
comf^any,  and  the  vendors  could  not  be  recalled  to  their 
position  as  shareholders.  If  such  sales  had  taken  place 
io  any  very  considerable  extent,  the  few  remaining 
^areholders  and  probably  the  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany would  be  utterly  ruined. 

• 

I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Duraniy  must  remain  on 
the  list  of  contributories. 


Note. — A -similar  decision  was  made  by  Lord  Ordinary  Kinlock, 
in  IngUi  T.  The  Liquiduton  of  the  Western  Bank,  L.  T.  (1859). 
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SCOTT  V.  COLBURN. 

Dec,  6. 

Directors  of  nHHIS  bill  was  filed   by  the  builders  of  the  Royal 

were  pro-  Surrey  Music    Hall,  to  establish   their  claim  as 

hibited  giving  fifgt  mortgagees  for  5,000/.  on  the  property. 

bills  of  ex-  r      I       i/ 
change;  but 

they  bad  ^he  Defendants,  the   Royal  Surrey  Gardens  Com- 

powers  to  bor-  ^     ^                  '                  •'                  ^ 

row  on  mort-  pany  (limited),  was  a  company  formed,  and  provisionally 

however  ffave  ^'cgistered,  with    limited    liability,    under   the    Limited 

bills  to  secure  Liability  Act,  1855,  in  the  month  of  Z)£C«wJer,  1856, 

debt,  and  a  under    the    title    of    the    "  Royal    Surrey    Gardens 

mortgage  was,  Company,   limited^'      The    company   was    completely 

at  toe  same 

time,  executed,  registered  under  the  Act  on  the  12th  of  April,  1856, 

offhecom^^  and  on  the  4th  of  September,  1856,  it   was   duly  re- 

pany,  which  gistered  under  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1856. 

was  made 
subject  to  re- 
demption on  By  an  indenture  dated    the  21st  of  October,  1856, 

payment  of  , 

the  bills: —  Certain  leasehold  premises,  known  as  the  Royal  Surrey 

Hf/</,  first,  Zoological  Gardens,  were  conveyed  and  vested  in  the 

that  the  mort-  ®                            '                         -^ 

gage  was  Company. 

given  to  secure  , 
the  debt,  and 

not  the  pay-  The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  19th  of  March,  1866, 

bills, and  there-  empowered  the  directors  to  build  any  hall  or  buildings 

fore  was  not  ^s  they  should  think  proper,  and  for  that  purpose,  "  to 

account;  and,  enter  into  such  contracts  or  arrangements  with  archi- 

^i^n" a  bilUf  ^^^^'  builders,  &c."  as  they  might  think  proper. 

foreclosure  by 

the  deed  d'^th^e  ^^^  ^^^^  clause  provided  as  follows  : — That  the  di- 

companymust  rectors  shall  not  issue  or  accept  any  promissory  notes 

be  treated  as  .                                                        r         j  t                   j 

valid,  until  set  or  bills  of  exchange  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  company. 

aside  by  an 

independent 

proceeding.  The  9 1st  clause  authorized  the  directors  to  borrow 

20,000/. 
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20,000/.  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  and  "  to  1858. 
raise  all  and  singular  such  sum  and  sums  of  money, 
on  the  security  of  the  company,  or  the  property  of  the 
company,  or  any  portion  thereof,  on  such  terms  and  in 
such  manner  as  the  directors  might  think  proper,  and 
for  that  purpose,  to  make  and  execute  any  mortgage 
or  other  pledge  under  the  common  seal  of  the  com- 
pany," and  with  such  power  of  sale  and  special  pro- 
visoes as  the  directors  should  deem  reasonable,  or  by 
bond  under  the  common  seal  of  the  company;  and 
the  person  or  persons  advancing  the  moneys  were  not 
bound  to  inquire  into  the  occasion  of  such  loan,  or 
into  the  validity  of  the  resolution,  if  any,  of  the  boards 
of  directors,  or  of  the  general  meeting  authorizing  the 
same.  And,  except  as  aforesaid,  it  should  not  be  lawful 
for  the  company,  or  for  the  directors  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  otherwise  than  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, and  for  the  current  expenditure  of  the  company, 
to  contract  any  debt  or  debts  whatsoever. 

The  92nd  clause  was  as  follows  :  — "  That,  for 
the  further  security  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  all 
deeds  under  the  common  seal  of  the  company  shall  be 
binding  on  the  company  in  any  Court  of  law  or  of 
equity,  and  the  company  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to 
dispute  any  statement  therein  contained,  or  to  allege, 
in  bar  thereof,  any  irregularity  in  the  manner  in  which 
the  same  was  obtained." 

On  the  27th  of  February,  1866,  the  Plaintiffs  Messrs. 
Scott  and  Cornwall  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
committee,  for  building  the  Music  Hall  for  17,000/., 
of  which  the  payment  of  5,000/.  was  to  be  postponed. 
The  contract  was  ratified  by  the  directors,  and  after- 
wards by  the  company  under  their  seal,  on  the  24th 
of  April,  1856. 

The 


aSi  lS  CSJkSCERJ. 
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Tie  PaintiiSi  oammeud  die  CQOtract,  and  the 
laianffg  ir  2.Ji£L  wm  fgeinwi  b^  diinecn  bills  of 
^»xi?nang».  icessieft  la  'ocfuiif  at'  toe  cooipuij,  and  by 
a  miirtSTiss  ir  ±e  £ue«siis  ami  prapotr. 

Tie  Tuinsos^  wos  isued  ^he  '5di  of  Savamier,  1856, 
and  vas  naue  lerveisL  die  esmptuiT  of  the  ooe  part, 
ami  die  Plaincifs  ^i  die  aci«*r  part.  It  recited^  tbat 
there  TTiii  iTie  Trim,  die  ccmpanj  to  the  Plaintifis 
Scnci  laii  Oinmau^  *^  ia  rs^ect  of  such  buildiiigs, 
work^  lati  aaaisr-al:^^  :iader  ccftara  cootraets  entered 
incj  between  die  pardes  thereco,  a  som  exceediog 
ojjyiLy  axid  rria:  ScaCt  and  Ginurafl  had  consented 
and  agreed  u  accept  paTsnent  of  the  said  sum  of 
qJlOjLj  bT  certxa  hills  cf  e:schaEige  which  had  been 
accepted  en  tehalf  uf  die  cofcpanj  and  deliTcred  to 
Soiit  and  CcrmvaUT  Ic  then  proceeded  thus : — **  Now 
it  is  herebj  witnessed,  that  for  farther  securing  the 
payment  of  the  said  principal  and  interest  moneys,  at 
the  maturity  of  the  said  several  bills  of  exchange  giTen 
for  the  same  as  aforesaid,  the  company  hereby  grant, 
assign  and  demise  to  Scoii  and  Carmwall,  and  their 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns, all  frc  [describuig 
the  propertif],  for  all  the  term  or  terms  of  the  company 
therein,  together  with  the  rights  of  renewal  of  the 
company,  subject,  neTeitheless,  to  redemption  by  the 
company  on  payment  of  the  aboTe-mentioned  thirteen 
bills  of  exchange,  when  and  as  the  same  shall  become 
due."  The  deed  also  contained  a  declaration  that 
the  security  so  given  should  not  deprive  ScqU  i^nd 
Cornwall  of  any  remedies  which  they  might  otherwise 
have  had  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  5,000/.  and 
interest. 

On  the  7th  of  December,  1866,  the  company  exe- 
cuted a  second  mortgage  for  5,000/.  to  the  Defendant 

Colburn. 

On 
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On  tlie  19th  of  February,  1858,  the  company  was        1858. 
ordered  to  be  wound  up.  ^^^\/m^ 

Scott 

V. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  Scott  and  Cornwall,  the      Colburn. 
first  mortgagees,  against   Colburn,  the  second   mort- 
gagee,  the  company,  the  official    liquidator   and    the 
representatives  of  Coppock  (the  chairman),  praying  a 
declaration  of  the  Plaintiffs'  rights  and  a  foreclosure. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hemming,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  BriBtotoe,  for  Colburn, 

Mr.  C  C  Barber  and  Mr.  Leaf,  for  the  company 
and  official  liquidator. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  •/.  H.  Palmer,  for  the  represent 
tatives  of  Coppock. 

For  the  defence  it  was  argued,  first,  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs' mortgage  was  given  to  secure  bills  of  exchange, 
which  the  directors  were,  by  the  deed  of  settlement, 
expressly  forbidden  to  accept  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
and  that  the  mortgage,  being  given  in  order  to  effect  an 
illegal  purpose,  was  void. 

Secondly,  that  there  was  no  powers  to  give  a  mort- 
gage for  an  antecedent  debt,  but  only  for  a  loan  of 
money. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  are  two  objections  taken  to  the  validity  of  the 
Plaintiffs'  mortgage  deed  of  the  6th  oi  November,  1856. 
The  first  is,  that  it  is  a  mortgage  made  for  the  purpose 

of 
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of  securing  payment  of  certain  bills  of  exchange,  and  by 
the  deed  creating  the  company  the  directors  are  pro- 
hibited accepting  bills  of  exchange  for  the  company; 
and  therefore  (it  is  argued)  the  deed  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  effecting  a  void  purpose*  But  I  am  of  opi- 
nion, that  the  object  of  the  deed  is  not  to  secure  pay- 
ment of  the  bills  of  exchange,  but  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  6,000/.  and  interest  due  to  the  Plaintiffs. 


It  is  true,  that  the  assignment  is  made  subject  to  a 
proviso  for  redemption,  "on  payment  of  the  above- 
mentioned  thirteen  bills  of  exchange,  when  and  as  the 
same  shall  become  due/'  The  reason  for  that  was, 
that  the  deed  previously  recited,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
had  agreed  to  accept  payment  of  the  5,000/.  by  bills  of 
exchange.  Assume  the  agreement  to  have  been  illegal, 
still  if  the  bills  had  been  paid  cadet  quesiio;  for  it 
would  then  have  become  immaterial,  whether  payment 
of  them  could  or  could  not  have  been  enforced. 

But  if  the  bills  remained  unpaid,  the  only  question 
would  be,  whether  there  would  not  be  a  right  of  redemp- 
tion on  payment  of  the  5,000/.  under  the  deed,  instead 
of  under  the  bills?  I  should  have  little  doubt  that 
there  would  be. 


This  is  matter  of  strict  right,  and  I  am  bound  to  treat 
it  in  the  strictest  manner,  but  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  money  was  expended  on  the  very  object 
for  which  this  company  was  formed,  viz.,  to  erect  this 
building  for  the  purpose  of  profit;  therefore,  a  perfectly 
good  consideration  was  given  for  the  mortgage,  namely, 
work  and  materials.  All  this  being  established,  and  a 
mere  technical  objection  being  raised  to  the  validity  of 
the  mortgage,  I  must  see  if  it  applies. 

I  think 
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I  think  it  does  not,  and  that  this  is  not  a  mortgage  to 
secure  bills  of  exchange,  but  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest  actually  due  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
but  for  the  payment  of  which,  it  is  recited,  that  bills  had 
also  been  given. 


1858, 


Scott 

COLBURN. 


The  second  objection  is  of  a  different  description.  It 
is,  that  no  mortgage  at  all  could  be  given  for  this  debt, 
and  I  am  disposed  to  agree  with  that  argument  (a). 
But  whether  this  was  or  was  not  a  valid  equitable 
charge  on  the  property,  or  whether  the  company  are 
not  to  be  estopped  by  the  recitals  in  their  deed,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  consider,  because  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
legal  estate  passed  by  the  deed.  It  is  not  the  deed  of 
the  directors  but  a  conveyance  to  the  Plaintiffs  by  the 
company,  in  whom  the  estate  was  vested,  to  secure  a 
debt  due.  The  seal  of  the  company  is  affixed  to  the 
deed,  then  on  what  principle  can  it  be  stated  that  this 
deed  did  not  pass  the  estate  ?  Assume  it  to  be  fraudu- 
lent, still  a  bill  must  be  filed  to  set  it  aside,  and,  there- 
fore, in  this  suit  I  am  bound  to  assume  its  validity.  It 
passed  the  legal  estate,  and  the  burthen  of  proof  lies  on 
the  Defendants  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  en- 
titled to  hold  it  for  the  purpose  of  payment  of  their 
debt 


I  proceed  on  the  ground  that  I  am  bound  to  consider 
it  valid.  It  is  for  the  interest  of  Colburn  that  I  should 
hold  so,  for  every  argument  in  favor  of  making  the 
Plaintiffs'  mortgage  void  would  be  applicable  to  CoU 
bum's  mortgage.  I  will  not  make  any  declaration,  but 
I  will  direct  an  account  of  what  is  due  on  the  Plaintiffs' 
mortgage,  and  inquire  what  other  mortgages  there  are 
on  the  property,  and  what  are  their  priorities. 


(a)  See  EmeU  v.  NkholU,  eH.ofL.  Cat.  401. 
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Nov.  13,  22. 

A  ward  of 
Court  married 
ten  days  after 
attaining 
twenty-one. 
The  Court  de- 
clined ordering 
her  fortune  to 
be  paid  out  of 
Court,  on  her 
consent,  but 
directed  it  to 
be  settled. 


BIDDLE  V.  JACKSON. 

A  SUM  of  money  was  standing  to  the  credit  of  this 
"^^  cause,  belonging  to  a  ward  of  Court.  She  at- 
tained twenty-one  on  the  10th  of  August,  1858,  and 
married  Mr.  Jackson  on  the  24th  of  the  same  month. 
A  petition  was  presented  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jackson  for 
payment  out  of  Court  of  the  fund,  on  her  separate  ex- 
amination and  consent. 

Mr.  Dean,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  Master  of  (he  Rolls  declined  making  any  oUier 
order  than  a  reference  to  chambers  to  approve  of  a  set- 
tlement. 


Nov.  22.  Mr.  Dean  applied  to  have  the  case  re*heard,  as,  upon 

the  authorities,  no  contempt  bad  been  committed  by  a 
marriage  after  the  lady  had  attained  twenty-one,  and  if 
so,  he  argued  that  she  was  entitled  to  direct  how  her 
own  fund  was  to  be  disposed  of. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  it  would  be  useless 
to  re-hear  the  petition,  for,  in  his  opinion,  a  party  who 
postponed  his  marriage  with  a  ward  of  Court,  for  the 
express  purpose  of  avoiding  its  jurisdiction,  was  guilty 
of  a  contempt 

Note. — The  case  was  heard  upon  appeal  by  the  Lords  Juatioet  on 
the  23rd  November^  4M  December ^  and  lliA  and  24tA  of  January, 
1859,  who  refused  to  do  more  than  order  payment  of  the  income  to^ 
Mr.  Jachan  during  their  joint  lives  or  until  further  order,  without' 
prejudice  to  any  question,  with  liberty  to  apply. 

See  Long  v.  Long,  2  Sim,  Sf  St,  119;  Austen  v.  Haltey,  ibid,  note; 
Bail  V.  Coutts,  1  Ket.  4-  B.  292;  Money  v.  Money,  3  Drew.  256; 
Anne  Walker's  Case,  1  LI,  ^  Goo,  323 ;  Martin  v.  Foster,  7  De  G., 
M.  Sf  G.  98 ;  Uobson  v.  Ferraby,  2  Coll,  412 ;  I^eeds  v.  Bamardiston, 
4  Sim.  558 ;  Hodgens  v.  Hedgent,  4  CL  ^  Fin.  323 ;  Cook  v.  Fryer, 
1  Hare,  498. 
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1658. 


JOLLY  V.  ARBUTHNOT.  November  16. 

December  6. 

COLONEL  WAVQH  on  the  12th  of  Ociohtr,  1866,  A  Defendant 
1    1  •      i-»        I  T.  1       -Thi   •     •  /v<  ^^0  diwlaims 

mortgaged  his  Branksea  Estate  to  the  Plaintin  in  a  suit  can- 

Jolly.  »°5' »°  \^f . 

^  suit,  maintain 

a  claim  against 

As  a  further  security,  and  by  an  indenture  dated  the  antin^respect 
12th  of  Oc/oJer,  1855,  Colonel  Waugh  and  the  Plaintiff  of  the  right 
appointed  Aplin   receiver  of  the   rents,   and   Colonel 
Waugh  attorned  tenant  to  Apliuy  at  a  rent  of  3,500/., 
which  was  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  mortgage. 

Afterwards,  on  the  14th  of  Marchj  1857,  Colonel 
Waugh  executed  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
on  the  estate  to  The  London  and  Eastern  Banking 
Company, 

On  the  16th  of  April,  1857,  Colonel  Wavgh  was 
declared  bankrupt,  and  on  the  28th  of  April,  Aplin, 
under  the  deed  of  1855,  distrained  the  chattels  upon 
the  estate  for  3,500/.,  and  he  realized  the  amount.  In 
this  suit,  that  sum  was  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the 
one  hand,  and  by  the  assignees  of  Colonel  Waugh  on 
the  other. 

The  London  and  Eastern  Banking  Company,  who  were 
made  Defendants  to  the  bill,  disclaimed  all  interest. 

At  the  hearing,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  decided  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to  the  3,500/.,  and  that  it 
ought  to  be  paid  to  the  assignees. 

Mr.  Follett,  for  the  London  and  Eastern  Bank,  then 
argued,  that  their  title  under  the  bill  of  sale  was  clearly 

paramount 


i 
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1858.        paramount  to  that  of  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt. 
^•^^^"^^      That  the  disclaimer  of  a  Defendant  had  reference  only 
I,,  to  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff,  with  whom  he  was  in 

Arbuthmot.  contest,  and  did  not  affect  his  rights  against  co-Defend- 
ants, with  whom  there  was  no  issue  pending,  and  whose 
rights  inter  se  could  not  be  determined  in  the  suit.  He 
asked  an  inquiry,  which  would  raise  the  issue  of  priority 
between  the  Defendants. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  accede  to  your  request.  The  Court  requires 
a  Defendant,  if  he  makes  a  case  against  a  co-Defendant, 
to  state  that  case ;  and  then,  though  the  Court  does  not 
decide  the  question  between  them  at  the  hearing,  it 
puts  it  in  a  course  of  litigation,  in  a  similar  manner  to 
what  is  done  when  a  bill  of  interpleader  is  filed.  But 
when  a  bill  is  filed  against  two  or  more  Defendants, 
and  one  disclaims  all  right  and  title  to  the  subject  in 
litigation,  then,  at  the  hearing,  the  bill  is  simply  dis- 
missed as  against  the  disclaiming  Defendant,  and  the 
Court  only  determines  the  rights  and  interest  of  the 
remaining  parties. 

Whether  the  disclaimer  will  affect  any  proceeding 
which  may  be  taken  hereafter,  or  whether  a  disclaiming 
Defendant  is  to  be  treated  as  if  he  had  not  been  made 
party  to  the  bill,  is  a  question  on  which  I  shall  not 
express  an  opinion. 

On  the  present  state  of  this  record,  however,  I  shall 
make  a  decree,  declaring  that  the  assignees  of  Colonel 
Waugh  are  entitled  to  the  3,600/. 

Note. — On  appeal  (26M  Mav^  1859),  Lord  Chelmtford,  L.  C, 
held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  £2,700  (the  rent  due  at  the 
time  of  the  distreas);  hut  he  affirmed  the  ahove  decision  as  to  the 
disclaimer. 
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MAYNARD  v.  WRIGHT. 

Dec.  9,  20. 

THE  testator  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  to  bis  The  word 
''  iBSue"  re* 
executors,  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  gtncted  to 

her  decease  upon  trust  to  pay  and  divide  it  as  follows : —  "  children"  by 

1  111  force  of  the 

**  Between  and  among  my  sons  and  daughters,  namely,  co-relative 
Henry  Maynard,  George  Maynard,  Robert  Maynard,  1!^^^^^^ 
Emma  Mary  Ann  Wright^  Eliza  Maynard  and  Clara      The  word 
Maynard f  or  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  living,  and  gt^ed  <<^or*' 
the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  dead  leaving  '"  order  to 

crive  effect  to 

lawful  issue  then  living  (such  issue  to  take  their  de-  the  obvious 
ceased  parent's  share)."  "^  G?ft  fo  "  m 

grandchildren 
and  their  issue 

**  Provided  also  and  I  direct,  that  if  any  of  my  said  as  shall  stand, 
children  shall  die  before  they  shall  become  entitled  to  JIJ^j  P^^ud 
their  respective  shares,  without  leaving  issue  of  his  or  degree  of  con- 
her  body  who  shall  live  to  acquire  a  vested  interest  in  n^^^  not  Void 
his  or  her  share  of  the  said  trust  premises,  then  the  ^°r  uncer- 
share  of  him  or  her  so  dying,  as  well  original  as  accru-  sentence  being 
inff,  shall  go  and  accrue  to  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  'ff   m  the 

^      ,  ,  ,    .  .  .      .      alternative. 

my  said  children  and  their  issue  (taking  as  aforesaid)  in      A  testator 

II  u  devised  a  free- 

equal  shares.  hold  in  trust, 

He  to  accumulate 
the  rents  for 
periods  of  not 
less  than  ten  years  successively  at  a  time,  at  the  expiration  of  which,  the  accumulations 
to  be  paid  to  the  testator's  *'  sons  and  d&ughters,  or  such  of  them  as  should  be  living 
at  the  respective  periods  of  division,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall  have  died 
leaving  lawful  issue,  such  issue  taking  their  deceased  parent's  share,  to  be  vested 
interests  in  the  same  respectively  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  so  on  from 
time  to  time  until  the  expiration  of  twenty  one  years  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor 
of  her  children.     And  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
be  devised  the  same  premises  unto  such  of  his  grandchildren  and  their  issue  as  should 
then  stand,  in  respect  to  him,  in  equal  degree  of  consanguinity,  and  their  heirs,  as  tenants 
in  common.     Held^  that  '*  issue"  was  to  be  read  '*  children,"  and  the  word  '*  and^'  to 
be  read  "  or,"  and  that  the  devise  was  neither  void  for  remoteness  nor  uncertainty. 
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1858.  He  devised  a  freehold  messuage  and  premises,  called 

^^'^      MaynardTs  Cottage^  to  trustees  for  his  wife  for  her  life, 
V.  and   after  her  decease  '^  to  let  and  demise  the  same, 

either  from  year  to  year  or  on  lease,  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  five  years,  as  they  or  he  may  deem  most 
advantageous  to  my  children,  and  from  time  to  time  to 
collect  and  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and 
invest  the  same  in  one  or  more  savings*  bank  or  banks, 
at  interest,  to  accumulate  for  periods  of  not  less  than 
ten  years  successively  at  a  time,  computing  from  the  de- 
cease of  my  said  wife,  at  the  expiration  of  which  periods, 
respectively,  the  same  rents  and  profits  and  the  accu- 
mulations thereof  to  be  equally  paid  and  divided  to  and 
among  my  said  sons  and  daughters  or  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  said  respective  periods 
of  division,  and  the  i^sue  of  such  of  them  as  shall  have 
died  leaving  lawful  issue,  such  issue  taking  their  de- 
ceased parent's  share,  to  be  vested  interests  in  the 
same  respectively  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
so  on,  from  time  to  time,  until  the  expiration  of  twenty- 
one  years  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  my  said 
children.  And  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  said 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  I  give  and  devise  the  same 
premises  unto  such  of  my  grandchildren  and  their  issue 
as  shall  then  stand  in  respect  to  me  in  equal  degree  of 
consanguinity f  to  hold  to  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants, 
it  being  my  wish  and  desire  that  the  premises  shall 
continue  in  my  posterity  as  long  as  the  rules  of  law 
will  admit." 

The  testator  died  in  1841,  and  his  widow  in  1847. 

The  Plaintiff,  Henry  Maynard^  as  heir  at  law  of  the 
testator,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  freehold   house 
and  premises,  as  from  the  period  of  the  death  of  Char- 
lotte 
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lotie  Maynard,  the  widow  of  the  testator,  by  reason  of       1858. 
the  dcrise  and  the  trusts  declared  thereof  subsequent     ^^^^"^^^ 

,   ,    .  Maynaro 

to  the  death  of  the  said   Charlotte   Maynard  being,  «. 

as  he  alleged,  void  from  remoteness.  Wright. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Langworthy,  for  the  PlaintiflT, 
argued,  first,  that  the  "  issue,"  however  remote,  were  part 
of  the  class  to  take,  Moss  v.  Ross  (a),  and  that  there- 
fore the  devise  was  too  remote.  They  referred  to  Ro- 
binson V.  Sykes  {b) ;  Tregonwell  v.  Sydenham  (c). 

Secondly.  That  the  gift  was  void,  in  consequence  of 
the  uncertainty  of  the  objects  to  take,  for  ''  grand- 
children and  their  issue*'  could  never  stand  "  in  equal 
degree  of  consanguinity,"  in  respect  to  the  testator. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Humphrey  for  the  testator's 
daughter  Emma.  Issue  must  be  construed  children; 
Sibley  v.  Perry  (d) ;  Pruen  v.  Osborne  («).  The  word 
parent  restricts  the  meaning  of  the  word  issue  to  the 
children  of  that  parent ;  Ross  v.  Ross  (a). 

IThe  Master  of  the  Rolls  referred  to  Greentcood  v. 
Roberts  (f ) ;  Gooch  v.  Gooch  (^).] 

Secondly.  In  the  sentence  "  my  grandchildren  and 
their  issue"  the  word  "and"  must  be  read  "or,"  and 
then  the  expression  must  mean  that  a  class  taking 
concurrently  must  stand  in  equal  degree  of  consan- 
guinity to  the  testator. 

Mr.  W.  H.  Terrell  for  the  son  George :  The  TheU 

lusson 

{a)  20  Beav,  645.  (e)  11  Sim.  132. 

(6)  23  Heav,  40.  (/)  15  f^av-  ^2. 

(r)  3  Dmo,  194.  \g)  ^^  Beat.  565. 
(d)  7  Ves,  522. 
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1868.  lussan  Act  is  inapplicable;  Edwards  ▼.  Tmdk(a; ;  Bar- 
rington  y.  Liddell(b) ;  Birt  t.  StMrt{c) ;  Middkiam  t. 
Losh  (d) ;  Beech  v.  Lord  St.  VUctMl  {e). 


Matsaao 

9. 

Wkight. 


Mr.  Bazalgette  for  another  child  :  The  ^  issue**  of  a 
^^  parent"  most  mean  his  "  children,**  and  the  word 
''vesting"  means  "  indefeasibly  vesting;**  Taylor  t. 
Frobisher  (/) ;  Berkeley  v.  Swinburne  (g) ;  Wimbles  v. 
Pitcher  (h).  The  words  "  in  equal  degree**  most  be  re- 
jected* 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer,  in  reply,  referred  to  JEyre  v.  Mars- 
den(i);  Ridgeway  v.  Munkittrick  {k) ;  Edwards  v.  Ed- 
wards (JL). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Dec.  20.  On  the  part  of  the  heir  it  is  contended,  that  the 

devise  is  too  remote,  because  the  class  to  take  consists 
of  two  branches,  viz.,  the  sons  and  daughters  living  at 
the  time  of  distribution,  who  are  one  branch  of  the 
class,  and  the  issue  of  deceased  sons  and  daughters, 
who  are  the  other  branch  of  the  class,  and  that  these 
two  branches  constituting  the  class  to  take,  the  members 
of  it  are  not,  it  is  argued,  to  take  within  the  period  limited 
for  the  accumulation  of  the  property,  which  is  within 
the  legal  limits,  as  it  does  not  extend  beyond  twenty-one 
years  after  the  death  of  the  surviving  son  or  daughter; 
but  they  are  only  to  take  vested  interests  on  attaining 
twenty-one.  It  is  then  justly  observed,  that  it  may 
very  well  be,  that  at  the  lapse  of  twenty-one  years  after 

the 

(o)  3  De  Gex,  M.^  G.  40.  (g)  16  Sim,  275. 

(b)  2  De  Gex,  M.Sf  G.  480.  (h)  12  Ves.  433. 

(f)  22  L.  J ,  Ch.,  1071.  (i)  2  Keen,  564. 

(rf)  1  Sm.  if  G.  61.  (A)  1  Drury  Sf  War.  93. 

{e)  3  J«r.,  N.  S.,  762.  (/)  12  Beav.  97. 

(J)  5  Ve  Gex  Sf  Sm.  191. 


Matnard 

V, 
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the  death  of  the  suririving  son  or  daughter,  there  may  1858. 
be  a  grandchild  or  remoter  descendant  of  such  son  or 
daughter,  forming  one  of  the  class  to  take,  who  is  an 
infant  of  tender  years,  and  yet,  from  the  terms  of  this  Wright. 
will,  that  descendant  cannot  obtain  a  vested  interest 
until  after  the  expiration,  not  only  of  the  twenty-one 
years  hmited  to  take  effect  on  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
viving son  or  daughter,  but  after  the  lapse  of  nineteen 
or  twenty  additional  years  of  his  own  infancy. 

On  the  first  point  I  concur  with  the  argument  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  I  think  that  the  class  to  take  is  composed 
both  of  sons  and  daughters  of  the  testator  and  of  their 
issue.  But,  on  the  second  point,  I  think  that  the  word 
*^  issue*'  is  confined  to  the  children  of  the  sons  and 
daughters  of  the  testator  who  are  mentioned  in  the 
will. 

The  cases  on  this  subject  are  very  numerous,  and 
from  the  nature  of  the  subject,  each  being  applicable 
to  a  different  set  of  words,  are  not  all  very  easily  recon- 
cileable.  Some  things,  however,  are  clear;  on  the  one 
hand,  it  is  clear  that  the  word  issue  is  *'  nomen  gene- 
raUssimuWy*  and  that  it  includes  the  latest  descendants, 
unless  its  meaning  be  restricted  and  cut  down  by  words 
to  be  found  in  the  will.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  also 
clear,  that  where  "  issue"  are  substituted  for  a  "  parent," 
the  word  issue  is  restricted  to  the  children  of  \}[ie  parent 
spoken  of.  But  this  rule  of  construction  may  again  be 
controlled  by  the  general  effect  and  scope  of  the  whole 
will;  and  by  the  use  of  the  word  ''issue"  in  other 
parts  of  the  will,  which  may  enlarge  this  construction 
and  restore  the  word  to  its  original  comprehensive 
meaning. 

Here  the  gift  is  to  three  sons  and  three  daughters 
VOL.  XXVI.  u  named, 
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Mat* 


1858.  raoMd,  or  sack  of  Aes  as  may  be  Kviag  at  the  period 
of  distribulioiiy  and  the  issae  of  sach  as  may  have  died, 
the  isBue  taking  their  deceased  parent's  share.  Oq  these 
^■'^"«  words,  if  they  stood  alone,  it  is  really  andistinguishable 
ftom  Sibleg  t.  Perry  {a\  The  word  parent  is  dearly 
eqoiTslent  to  father  or  mother,  and  the  deaths  spoken 
of  are  of  named  sons  and  daughters  of  the  testator.  It 
is  therefore  just  as  if  be  bad  said,  that  if  any  one  of  my 
sons  and  daughters  shall  have  died,  the  issae  of  such 
deceased  son  or  daughter  shall  take  bis  or  her  father's 
or  mother's  share ;  clearly,  in  that  case,  using  the  word 
**  issue"  as  synonymous  and  co-extensive  with  **  chil- 
dren,'' but  not  going  beyond  it. 

It  is  true,  that  in  a  later  part  of  the  will,  the  testator 
uses  the  word  issue  in  a  less  restricted  sense ;  but,  for 
the  reasons  1  am  about  to  mention,  when  I  come  to  that 
part  of  the  will,  I  think  that  this  cannot  control  what 
is,  in  my  opinion,  the  clear  eflRect  of  the  clause  I  am 
first  commenting  upon ;  and  this  is  confirmed  by  the 
general  scope  and  object  of  the  will,  to  which  I  shall 
presently  refer,  and  which  would,  I  think,  be  defeated, 
by  reading  the  word  **  issue,''  in  this  first  clause,  aa  ex- 
tending beyond  the  children  of  the  sons  and  daughters 
of  the  testator. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  this  devise  is  not  too  remote, 
as  it  is,  in  my  construotion,  limited  to  take  effect  when 
unborn  children  of  existing  persons  attain  twenty-one. 

I  now  come  to  the  subsequent  clause  of  the  gift  over^ 
which  it  is  contended  by  the  heir  at  law  is  also  void, 
not  for  remoteness  but  for  uncertainty.  The  words  are 
these  : — ''  and  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  said 

term 

(«)  7  Ve$.  522. 
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term  of  twenty-oDe  years,  I  give  and  devise  the  same 
premises  unto  such  of  my  grandchildren  and  their  issue 
as  shall  then  stand  in  respect  to  me  in  equal  degrees  of 
ooDsanguinity.'' 

It  was  urged  by  the  Plaintiff  that  this  clause,  as  it 
stands,  is  nonsense;  that  all  grandchildren  must  be  in 
an  equal  degree  of  consanguinity  to  the  testator,  and 
that  grandchildren  and  their  issue  never  can  be  in  an 
equal  degree  of  consanguinity.  And  it  is  contended 
that  as  he  clearly,  in  this  case  as  in  the  former,  con- 
stitutes a  class  consisting  of  two  branches,  with  a  direc- 
tion limiting  how  the  members  of  the  class  are  to  take, 
which  direction  is  wholly  inapplicable,  it  would  be  mere 
guess  work  to  determine  how  they  are  to  take,  and  that 
therefore,  as  the  testator's  meanhig  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained, it  must  be  simply  rejected,  and  the  heir  at  law  is 
entitled. 
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1868. 

Maynaro 

V. 

Wright. 


The  Court,  however,  very  reluctantly  comes  to  the 
conclusion,  that  it  cannot  discover  the  meaning  of  the 
testator,  as  expressed  in  his  will,  and  upon  fully  con- 
sidering the  sentence,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  solution 
suggested  by  Mr.  Lloyd  is  the  correct  one,  and  that  the 
conversion  of  the  word  f*  and"  into  *'  or"  will  give  a 
clear  and  distinct  meaning  to  this  sentence.  If  so 
altered,  the  sentence  will  run  thus: — that  if,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  twenty-one  years,  there  are  grandchildren 
to  take,  they  will  take  the  premises  devised;  if  there  are 
none,  then  the  issue  of  the  grandchildren  will  take,  but 
not  indiscriminately,  but  only  such  issue  shall  take  as 
shall  then  stand  in  an  **  equal  degree  of  consanguinity" 
to  the  testator;  that  is,  if  there  be  great  grandchildren, 
they  shall  take  to  the  exclusion  of  remoter  issue,  and  so 
on.  This  mode  of  construction  assists  the  construction 
which  I  place  on  the  former  clause  in  the  will,  where  I 

u  2  held 
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V. 
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1858.  '^^'^  ^^^^  ^^^  g'^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^"^  ^^  ^^^  three  sods  and 
three  daughters  was  substitutionary  for  their  parents* 
share ;  and  this  will  make  the  whole  will  consistent;  for 
Wright.  then  the  scope  of  it  is  this: — after  the  death  of  my  wife 
the  property  is  to  accumulate^  and  be  distributed,  at 
intervals  of  ten  years,  for  my  sons  and  daughters  and  the 
adult  children  of  such  of  them  as  may  be  dead,  for  a 
period  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  my  wife, 
When  that  period  arrives,  then  the  property  is  to  be 
divided  amongst  the  children  of  my  sons  and  daughters; 
in  other  words,  the  grandchildren  of  the  testator ;  but  if 
they  should  be  all  dead,  then  amongst  the  issue  of  these 
grandchildren,  standing  6rst  in  order  and  in  an  equal 
degree  of  consanguinity  to  the  testator. 

This  seems  to  me  to  be  so  plain  and  consistent,  that 
I  entertain  little  doubt  that  such  was  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  and  then  the  only  question  I  have  to  con- 
sider is,  whether,  according  to  settled  rules  of  construc- 
tion, the  conversion  of  "  and"  into  "  or"  is  too  violent  a 
liberty  to  take  with  this  will.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
decisions  in  the  books  on  the  subject  of  this  substitution 
warrant  the  Court  in  going  to  this  extent.  Further  has 
been  done  in  some  cases,  where  the  effect  was  to  render 
the  subsequent  branch  of  the  sentence  inoperative,  as  in 
Bell  V.  Phyn{a);  but  the  effect  of  the  alteration  here 
is,  to  give  effect  and  meaning  to  both  branches  of  the 
sentence,  which,  unless  by  such  process,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  give  any  meaning  to  at  all. 

(fl)  7  Ves.  453. 
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COOPER  V.  HOOD.  Nov.  10. 

Dec.  3. 
rriHE  PlaiQtiflTs  Samuel  T.  Cooper  and  his  brother  Thetermi 

J.  Arthur  Cooper  carried  on  the  business  of  iron  ^^  »>  inVcon- 
masters  with  the  Defendant  Hood,  at  the  Leeds  Iron  tract  for  the 
Works.    The  Defendant  was  entitled  to  two-thirds  of  ^ry,  are  not  so 
the  profits,  and  the  PlaintiflFs,  together,  to  the  remaining  uncertain  «• 

,  .        alone  to  pre- 

one-third ;  and  they  had  all  a  very  considerable  capital  vent  a  decree 
embarked  in  the  concern.  for  specific 

performance 
of  it ;  for  the 

The  Defendant  principally  managed  the  business,  but  p^j^^  ^  things 
in  1866,  be  had  expressed  himself  disposed  to  sell  his  necessarily 
share  in  the  partnership  business  and  retire.  Some  in-  and"£Jng 
terviews  took  place,  but  no  definitive  arrangement  was  ^®.,j  ^m" he 
come  to;  however,  by  mutual  arrangement,  it  was  deter-  defined  in  the 
mined  that  some  steps  should  be  adopted  for  the  pur-  *^°Spe^?fic%r- 
pose  of  either  closing  the  concern  or  vesting  it  all  in  one  formanceof  an 

agreement  to 
person.  purchase  one- 

third  of  a 
foundry  re- 
While  things  were  in  this  position  between  the  part-  fused,  on  the 

ners,  the  Plaintiff  Samuel  T.  Cooper  (acting  for  his  ^e?teintyl  the 
brother  as  well  as  himself)  received  from  the  Defendant  contract  not 
the  following  letter  :—  Jfhat  ^"rfion 

of  the  pur- 

"  Leeds  Iron  Works,  Monday,  18th  May.  '^^IZ^'uft 

*'  Dear  Sam,-ln  looking  over  the  papers,  I  find,  ^.J^^^nly 
that,  in  all  probability,  my  accounts  on  30th  of  June  a'Margepor- 
will  be  about  140,000/.,  to  this  add  for  goodwill,  ^c,  .tadng  when 
65,000Z.  to  60,000/.    This  is  indeed  a  large  sum,  and  ap-  it  was  to  be 
parently  could,  at  once,  be  reduced  upwards  of  80,000/.,  to  be  secured, 
without  reference  to  Arthur's  share  of  stock  or  secu-  f"^  7^*'  *°" 

terest  was  to  be 

rities.     It  is  therefore  quite  clear,  that,  under  any  cir-  allowed  in  the 

cumstances,  "••'"Wle. 
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1858.  cpnaotnccs,  a  large  partiam  cf  ay  waamgy  waui  rtmmn  at 
tke  wcrksy  for  it  is  in  tud  to  erped  anj  eligible  peraoo 
pcfSsessTiz  this  fortaoe  to  embark  in  basioess  or  yet  to 

Hoo»,  hare  it  at  cocDinaiHL  The  more  I  look  at  this  matter, 
the  more  I  am  coofinoed  of  the  &iniess  of  my  TiewSy 
for  rt  is  obrioas  that, /or  scmte  years,  I  most  rmi  the  risk 
of  the  prosperity  of  the  Leeds  Iroo  Works,  before  my 
share  of  capital  (60,00(ML)  can  be  repaid,  and  then  after 
tfaisy  the  goodwill,  kc  The  valoe  of  this  goodwill,  and 
indeed  the  porchase  altogether,  is  rendered  aoore  bvor- 
able  to  the  porchaser  by  the  loam  of  capital^  on  such 
fovoraUe  terms  as  the  weemrity  cf  the  property  itself, 
and  further,  that  the  whole  boons  or  goodwill  wiU,  in  all 
probability,  be  made  and  clear  itself,  in  less  time  than 
will  be  fixed  for  Us  pagw»emL  Were  I  yoenger,  and  in 
your  circomstanees,  I  shoold  not  for  one  moment  hesi- 
tate to  purchase  these  works,  on  similar  terms,  and 
thoogh  my  wish  is,  if  my  way  be  clear,  lo  retire  from 
the  concern,  I  do  so  from  no  fear  of  its  want  of  ooo- 
tinaance,  bat  simply  that  I  have  no  need  of  further 
personal  attention  to  business.  I  am  also  of  opinion, 
that  no  manufacturing  or  commercial  establishment 
can  prosper,  if  trading  with  an  insufficient  capital,  and 
I  should,  on  no  account,  give  my  consent  to  any  alter- 
ation, in  this  respect,  while  my  property  is  at  stake  in 
the  works.  I  have  therefore  carefully  looked  into  this 
matter,  and  believe  that  80,000/.  to  90,000/.  is  requisite 
as  a  fixed  capital^  without  the  liability  of  any  partner's 
power  to  withdraw  until  the  end  of  the  partnership  term. 
Now  I  have  no  doubt  that  you  will  believe  me,  when 
I  say,  that  I  should  not  advise  you  to  do,  what  I  would 
not  do  myself  under  similar  circumstances,  and  more- 
over, I  should  be  very  sorry  to  carry  out  an  arrangement 
with  any  person  with  whom  you  could  not  work  well, 
and  be  in  peace  and  unity  during  the  partnership.  These 
remarks  contain  my  opinion,  and  will,  I  think,  lead  you 

to 
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to  a  train  of  reasoning,  which  will,  I  hope,  enable  you  1858. 
to  make  a  good  and  sound  conclusion,  and  enable  an 
arrttngement  speedily  to  be  concluded.  As  to  the  fair- 
ness of  my  views,  T  entertain  no  doubt,  and  to  show  you 
this,  I  will  make  the  additional  offer  of  purchasing  your 
family's  one-third  or  your  own  one-sixth,  as  can  be 
arranged,  on  exactly  the  terms  I  propose  to  sell  to  you. 
You  must  understand^  that  I  make  this  as  a  positive  offer 
either  to  sell  or  to  purchase,  as  you  may  elect.  The  only 
other  observation  that  I  shall  make  is,  to  assure  you, 
that  if  I  purchase  your  share,  I  do  so  only  with  the  view 
of  taking  other  steps  for  the  immediate  sale  of  the  entire 
property,  a  matter  I  feel  certain  I  shall  have  no  diffi- 
culty in  accomplishing,  and  without  in  the  slightest  dis- 
paraging your  judgment  as  a  man  of  business,  or  your 
conduct  as  a  gentleman,  for  believe  me,  since  you  first 
came  under  my  hands  on  leaving  school,  I  have  ever 
felt  you  would  do  both  yourself  and  the  business  credit. 
Believe  me,  dear  Sam,  yours  sincerely, 

"  Henry  HoodP 

'  I  ' 

The  Plaintiff  Samuel  T.  Cooper^  having  received  the 
authority  of  his  brother,  the  other  Plaintiff,  for  that  pur- 
pose, wrote  and  sent  to  the  Defendant  a  letter  as  fol- 
lows : — 

'*  Leeds  Iron  Works,  28th  May,  1857. 

**  My  dear  Sir, — Since  receiving  your  letter  of  the 
1 8th  instant,  I  have  carefully  considered  the  matter  of 
purchasing  your  shares  in  Leeds  Iron  Works,  on  the 
terms  you  ask,  and  have  also  taken  the  advice  of  friends 
and  my  solicitor  on  the  subject.  Though  sorry  as  I 
shall  be  to  leave  them  after  having  passed  so  much  of 
my  time  here,  I  cannot  but  come  to  this  conclusion : — 
that  it  will  be  better  to  dispose  of  my  sixth  share,  and 
also  the  interest  of  my  brother  to  you,  on  precisely  tb% 

same 
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lt^«  same  terms  as  joa  proposed  to  sell  to  me^  and  I  hsfe 

t^^^  commooicated  with  my  brother,  who  lullj  ooocus  with 

«,  me  in  aeeeptimg  jfcmr  offer^  for  oor  one-third  share  in 


Leeds  Iroo  Works.  According  to  the  statements 
made  and  the  calculation  we  went  into,  on  which  terms 
your  letter  of  the  18th  instant  is  ba^ed,  oor  account  will 
be,  on  30tb  June  next,  say  about  75,000/.,  to  this  add 
bonus  or  goodwill  from  21fiOOL  to  30,000/.  These  are 
my  views  on  the  subject,  and  the  conclusion  I  hare 
arrived  at  after  mature  consideration." 

On  the  6th  of  June,  1857,  the  Defendant  wrote  a  long 
explanatory  letter  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  which  he  said, — 

''  Under  these  circumstances,  I  can  only  call  upon 
you  to  withdraw  your  letter  of  the  29th  of  Jfoy,  which 
I  look  upon  as  very  sharp  practice,  in  at  once,  without 
negociation,  explanation  or  one  word  of  conversation, 
you  turn  the  tables,  and  try  to  force  me  to  be  a  pur- 
chaser from  you,  at  the  time  you  were  and  had  been  for 
a  long  period  of  time  negociating  with  me  to  sell  to 
you." 

The  Plaintiff,  in  reply,  said,  amongst  other  things, — 

'^  1  cannot  therefore  comply  with  your  request,  and 
have  no  intention  to  withdraw  my  letter  of  the  2(Hh 
ultimo,  but  1  need  hardly  state,  that  I  shall  be  happy  to 
afford  you  my  best  services  and  any  assistance  in  my 
power  in  managing  and  conducting  the  business  for  you 
until  you  make  your  new  arrangements. 

''  I  fear  you  have  overlooked  the  paragraph  in  your 
letter  of  the  18th  Matfy  wherein  you  state,  *  I  make  this 
as  a  positive  offer  either  to  sell  or  purchase  as  yon  may 
elect/  when  you  speak  about  sharp  practice  and  turning 
the  tables  and  trying  to  force  you  to  be  the  purchaser." 

The 


Cooper 

V, 
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The  Plaintiffs  instituted  this  suit  against  Hood,  pray-  1858. 
ing  a  declaration  that  the  letters  of  the  18th  of  May, 
1857,  and  the  28th  of  May,  1857,  constituted  a  good 
and  valid  agreement  for  the  purchase  by  the  Defendant  Hood. 
of  the  Plaintiffs'  shares  in  the  partnership  business,  and 
that  the  Defendant  might  be  decreed  specifically  to  per- 
form the  same  accordingly. 

That  all  necessary  accounts  might  be  taken  for  ascer- 
taining the  amounts,  which,  under  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  were  payable  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Or  in  the  alternative,  that  the  partnership  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  might  be  dissolved, 
and  the  affairs  of  the  partnership  wound  up. 

The  real  question  was,  whether  the  first  two  letters 
formed  a  binding  contract,  which  this  Court  would 
enforce. 

Mr.  12.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  Huyh  M*C.  Cairns)  and 
Mr.  Rasch  for  the  Defendant: — Kennedy  v.  Lee(a)i 
Honeyman  v.  Marryat  (6);  Brace  v.  Wehnert  (c);  Price 
V.  Griffith  {d). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer^  in  reply,  cited  Ridgway  v,  Whar- 
ton {e) ;  Goblet  v.  Beechey  (/) ;  Kell  v.  Charmer  (g) ; 

Fotole  V.  Freeman  (A). 

The 

(fl)  3  Mer.  441.  (e)  6  H,  ofL.  Co.  238. 

b)  21  Beao.  14.  (J)  3  Sim.  24. 


i: 


c)  25  Beav.  348.  (g)  23  Beav,  195. 

(d)  1  De  Gex,  M.  Sf  G.  80.  (h)  9  Vet.  351. 
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1858.  Tie  Mastbb  of  lie  Rolls. 


CoorcA  The  question  in  this  cause  is,  whether  the  terms  of 

H^D.  ^^  Defendant's  letter  of  the  1 8th  of  May,  1857,  are 
Dec.  3,  sufficiently  distinct  for  this  Court  to  found  upon  the 
acceptance  by  the  Plaintiff  of  the  offer  contained  in  it  a 
decree  for  specific  performance.  The  way  in  which  I 
have  looked  at  this  case  is  the  following : — If  I  made  a 
decree  for  specific  performance  in  the  usual  terms,  after 
making  the  declaration  that  the  contract  ought  to  be 
specifically  performed  (as  there  is  in  this  case  no  ques- 
tion about  the  title),  the  decree  would  contain  a  refer- 
ence to  Chambers  to  settle  the  conveyance  in  case  the 
parties  differed.  When  I  came  to  settle  the  conveyance 
to  the  Defendant  of  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  in  these 
works,  I  should  have  no  other  guide  than  this  letter  of 
the  18th  of  May,  1857.  The  two-thirds  are  to  be 
bought  on  exactly  the  same  terms  as  the  Defendant 
proposes  to  sell,  that  is,  mutatis  mutandis,  and  altering 
the  figures  and  sums  in  the  proportion  of  one-third  to 
two-thirds,  or,  in  other  words,  one-half.  With  this  guide, 
and  no  other,  I  go  through  and  consider  the  terms  of 
this  letter,  and  consider  how  far  it  is  clear,  and  to  what 
extent  I  could  ascertain  the  manner  of  carrying  it  into 
effect. 

If,  by  a  fair  inference  from  the  whole  letter,  taken 
together,  I  can  do  this,  then  I  must  make  a  decree  for 
the  specific  performance  of  the  contract;  but  I  am  not 
at  liberty  to  supply,  by  conjecture,  anything  not  to  be 
found  in  the  letter  or  not  to  be  derived  by  fair  infer- 
ence from  it. 

The  first  uncertainty  suggested  was  with  referoiice 
to  the  word  "papers,*'  upon  which  I  thJnk  nothing 
turns,  because  I  think  the  papers  are  not  incorporated 

into 
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nto  the  agreement,  and  1  cannot  refer  to  them  for  the        1858* 

Mirpose  of  making:  it  clear.  Vi^v-^./ 

*^  ^  Coons 

The  next  uncertainty  suggested  is,  the  use  of  the  Hood. 
symbol  ^  ^c.;"  but  I  do  not  feel  the  force  of  this.  The 
irords  are  **  goodwill,  &c.**  Now,  these  words  are  con« 
lected  together,  and  unite  such  other  things  as  are 
leoessarily  connected  with  and  belong  to  the  goodwill, 
nany  of  which  are  easily  pointed  out ;  for  instance,  the 
ise  of  trade  marks,  and  a  covenant  by  the  vendor  not 
o  carry  on  a  similar  business  in  Great  Britain^  for  a 
*easonable  time  to  be  limited  in  the  conveyance,  having 
"egard  to  the  nature  of  such  undertakings.  All  these 
voold  be  included  in  the  words  et  ctetera,  and  f^ould  be 
ncluded  in  the  coniceyance,  and  I  think  with  respect  to 
Jiat,  I  should  not  have  much  diflBculty  in  carrying  it 
nto  effect. 

The  next  difficulty  suggested  is,  that  some  portion  of 
^be  purchase-money  is  to  be  left  in  the  business,  and  for 
^  some  years.'*  Now,  this  is  a  much  more  serious  objec- 
tion. What  portion  of  the  purchase-money  is  meant  by  a 
'*  large  portion,"  which  are  the  words  used  in  the  letter  ? 
Bow  is  it  to  be  paid ;  by  what  instalments,  and  after 
vrhat  time;  and  how  is  the  unpaid  portion  to  be  secured  ? 
[  look  in  vain  for  anything  in  this  letter  to  guide  me  in 
kbis  respect.  It  is  clear  that  the  purchase-money  is  not 
to  be  paid  down,  for  in  this  passage  the  Defendant  ex- 
pressly states,  '*  that  under  any  circumstances,  a  large 
portion  of  my  money  must  remain  at  the  works,'*  and 
afterwards,  **  that  for  some  years  I  must  run  the  risk  of 
the  prosperity  of  the  Leeds  Iron  Works  before  my  share 
of  capital  (60,000/.)  can  be  repaid. 

The  next  passage  may  perhaps  be  fairly  interpreted 
to  mean  that  the  purchase-money  was  to  be  held  on  the 

"  security 
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IS&H. 


9. 


^  lecyjiiy  of  tbe  propertj;^  bat  is  die  penooaJ  sccmily 
of  the  porcbaser  to  be  added  to  tfak!  Tbk  is  left  in 
doobt,  and  slill  mote  the  time  to  be  fixed  for  the  payment 
of  the  pmchase-aiooeT  is  expressly  left  to  be  afterwards 
fixed,  for  it  says,  that  the  boons  will  in  all  probability 
clear  ittelf  ^  in  less  time  than  tcitf  he  fixed  for  its  pay- 
ment.*' How  conld  I  fix  this  time  ?  The  time  when 
the  payment  of  the  porchase-mooey  is  to  be  required  is 
a  matter  of  rery  great  moment,  and  this  may  materially 
affect  the  eligibility  of  the  purchase,  or  indeed  the  pos- 
sibility of  effecting  it. 

Another  di£Bculty  is  this: — assuming,  as  I  think  may 
fiurly  be  done  in  favor  of  the  Plaintiflb,  that  interest  is 
to  be  paid  on  the  unpaid  purchase-money  until  it  is  paid, 
at  what  rate  is  the  Court  to  fix  the  interest  to  be  paid  ? 
Is  It  to  be  at  the  legal  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  oiiaam, 
or  at  four  per  cent.,  which  is  the  sum  usually  given  by 
Courts  of  Equity  in  those  cases  where  no  beneficial  em- 
ployment or  fraudulent  retention  of  the  money  has 
occurred. 


Without  going  further,  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible 
for  the  Court  to  get  over  this  difficulty.  I  assume  that 
I  can  get  over  the  first  difficulty  as  to  the  price  of  the 
goodwill,  by  fixing  two-thirds  of  it  at  such  a  sum,  be- 
tween 65,000/.  and  60,000/.,  as,  having  regard  to  the 
business  and  the  profits  made  in  it,  and  the  sale  of 
similar  undertakings,  would  be  considered  fair,  that 
would  be  reduced  to  one-half  when  only  one-third  is 
bought  instead  of  two-thirds.  I  assume  also  that  I  can 
give  a  meaning  to  the  **  ^c."  which  follows  the  word 
'^  goodwill,"  according  to  the  suggestion  I  have  already 
made.  But  how  are  these  difficulties  to  be  overcome, 
and  how  can  I  myself,  without  making  a  contract  for 
the  parties,  specify  what  portion  of  the  purchase-money 

is 
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is  to  remain  unpaid,  for  what  length  of  time,  on  what        1858. 
security,  at  what  rate  of  interest,  and  in  what  manner 
and  by  whom  is  the  payment  of  it  to  be  enforcible  ? 


But  this  is  not  the  only  diflBculty.  What  meaning 
can  the  Court  give  to  the  words  ''  loan  of  capital''  in 
this  sentence — "  The  value  of  the  goodwill,  and  indeed 
the  purchase  altogether,  is  rendered  more  favorable  to 
the  purchaser  by  the  loan  of  capital,  on  such  favorable 
terms  as  the  security  of  the  property  itself?*'  Does  it 
mean  that  the  portion  of  the  purchase-money  which  is 
to  be  allowed  to  remain  in  the  business  is  the  loan  of 
capital?  and  is  this  to  be  governed  by  the  sentence  in  a 
subsequent  part  of  the  letter,  where  the  writer  says, 
''  that  80,000/.  or  90,000/.  is  requisite  as  a  fixed  capital" 
in  order  to  obviate  the  dangers  pointed  out  in  the  pre- 
vious sentence,  consequent  upon  trading  with  insufficient 
capital  ? 

What  construction  do  the  Plaintiffs  put  upon  this, 
and  what  is  it  that  they  contend  for?  Is  it  that  the 
money  is  to  be  paid  down,  or  is  it  to  be  paid  by  instal- 
ments for  a  considerable  number  of  years,  and  in  the 
meantime  secured  on  the  property?  As  I  understand 
their  argument,  they  contend,  that  the  whole  of  the 
purchase-money  is  to  be  paid  at  once;  but  I  cannot 
assent  to  this  proposition.  Suppose  the  Plaintiffs  had 
written  to  the  Defendant  accepting  his  proposal,  and 
had  stated  to  him,  that  they  understood  the  terms  of  his 
letter  to  mean  what  they  now  contend  for,  would  it  not 
clearly  have  been  a  case  in  which  the  Defendant  would 
have  been  at  liberty  to  say  such  was  not  the  meaning 
of  his  letter,  that  he  considered  that  all  those  matters 
were  left  to  be  settled  hereafter,  and  that  he  had  not 
agreed  to  bind  himself  to  anything  definite  on   this 

point  ? 

After 


Cooper 


V. 

Hood. 
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1858.  After  tmwinz  the  antler  orer  and  over  again  m  mj 

nindy  the  OKire  I  eonriiifT  k,  the  noie  impoesiblfr  I  find 
it  to  amre  at  amr  definite  coodoBoo :  and  oo  the  whole 
1  think  that  the  fair  meaning  of  the  letter  (which  I  have 
read  all  thfongh  beeante  all  the  terms  of  the  letter  and 
the  tone  in  which  it  is  written  tend  to  the  same  end)  is 
to  regard  it  as  a  proposal  to  hoj  or  seD,  on  terms  to  be 
arranged,  for  which  the  obeerrations  and  the  statements 
in  the  letter  are  to  form  the  basis^  and  are  to  gnide  the 
parties  in  their  consideration  of  the  exact  terms  of  the 
arrangements  which  are  to  be  made  on  the  proposal 
offered. 

I  am  strongly  confirmed  in  this  riew  by  the  following 
sentence,  which  cooclodes  the  passage  that  I  referred 
to: — ''These  remarks  contain  my  opinion,  and  will,  I 
think,  lead  yon  to  a  train  of  reasoning,  which  will 
enable  you  to  make  a  good  and  sound  conclusion,  and 
enable  an  arrangement  speedily  to  be  concluded." 

I  cannot,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  treat  this  as  a 
serious  offer  to  buy,  on  certain  fixed  and  definite  terms 
to  be  found  in  this  letter.  I  think  it  amounts  to  treaty, 
but  that  it  does  not  go  beyond,  and  1  think  therefore 
that  I  am  unable  specifically  to  perform  the  contract  as 
prayed  by  the  bill,  and  the  bill  must  therefore  be  dis- 
missed, so  far  as  it  prays  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  But  a  d^ree  must  be  made  in  the  other 
branch  of  the  alternative  of  the  prayer,  for  taking  the 
partnership  accounts  and  for  realizing  the  partnership 
property.  Probably  it  would  be  desirable  to  follow  the 
terms  of  the  decree  in  Cooke  v.  CoUingridge. 
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Dee.  13,  22. 

GASKELL  V.  CHAMBERS.    (No.  2.)  'M9- 

Jan.  11. 

THIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintifi"  on  behalf  of  the  A  •o}»«^o«'*nd 
.  .  his  client 

fihareholders  of  a  company  against  the  directors,  were  both  De- 

the  solicitors  and  other  officers  of  the  company,  and  ^endanu.  The 

r     jf^  solicitor  ad- 

against  the  company,  to  recover  8,000/.    The  business  mitted  docu- 
had  practically  ceased  to  exist  by  merger  with  another  JJ^I^^qq  JJ^ 

company.  longing  to  his 

client,  but 
claimed  privi- 

lefire  *  the 

The  directors,  by  their  answer,  admitted  that  certain  c\f^^i  j^^^^^  ^^ 
papers  were  in  possession  of  the  Defendant  Mr.  Shep-  admission  as 

.     ,  to  possession 

heardj  as  one  of  the  solicitors  of  the  company.  Mr.  Yetts,  of  these  docu- 
another  solicitor  of  the  company,  by  his  answer,  ad-  ™^°^Y  ^J^^ 
mitted  he  had  in  his  possession  certain  other  documents  in  the  presence 
as  solicitor  of  the  directors,  which  he  said  were  privi-  Court  made  an 

leged.    These  documents  were  not  mentioned   in  the  order  for  pro- 
-j.  ,  duction. 

directors  answer. 


A  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  PlaintiflT  against 
the  directors  and  Yetts,  for  the  production  of  all  the 
documents. 

• 

The  Mastsr  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  company  to 
be  served  with  notice  of  this  application.  This  was 
done,  but  the  compaoy  did  not  appear. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Beavan,  now  moved  for 
production. 

Although  the  directors  do  not  admit  the  possession  of 
those  papers,  which  are  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Yetts, 
still  either  the  directors  or  Mr.  Yetts  are  bound  to  pro- 
duce 
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duce  them.  The  case  is  like  Blenkinsopp  v.  JBlenkin- 
sopp  (a) :  tberei  the  principal  Defendant  denied  that 
his  co-Defendants,  Fenwick  and  Trotter,  had  acted  as 
bis  solicitors;  while  they  insisted  on  withholding  the 
produce  of  certain  letters  in  their  possession,  as  being 
privileged  communications  between  solicitor  and  client. 
Lord  Cottenham  says: — "The  Master  of  the  Rolls 
cannot  have  meant  to  say  (6),  that  if  one  Defendant 
says,  '  I  have  documents  in  my  possession,  but  they 
belong  to  a  co-Defendant,'  and  that  co-Defendant  either 
puts  in  no  answer,  or  says  that  he  has  nothing  to  do 
with  them,  the  Court  is  to  be  baffled  with  that  course  of 
proceeding  between  two  Defendants."  In  that  case, 
Mr.  Blenkinsopp  put  in  a  further  answer,  qualifying 
the  statements  in  his  former  one,  and  claiming  the 
benefit  of  the  privilege,  but  the  Lord  Chancellor  being 
of  opinion,  upon  the  two  answers  taken  together,  that 
he  had  not  established  such  a  connection  between  him- 
self and  the  other  Defendants,  in  relation  to  the  docu- 
ments, as  to  entitle  them  to  protection,  made  an  order 
for  their  production,  and  discharged  the  order  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Here,  upon  the  two  answers  taken  together,  the  Plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  a  production. 

In  the  CamerorCs  Coalbrook,  &c.  Railway  Company 
case  (c),  a  solicitor,  in  the  presence  of  his  client,  ob- 
jected to  produce  a  document,  on  the  ground  of  profes- 
sional confidence.  The  Court,  being  of  opinion  that  the 
document  was  not  privileged  as  regarded  the  client  him- 
self, ordered  its  production. 


Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  directors,  did  not  object  to  the 

production, 


(a)  2  PhiU,  607. 
(6)  10  fieav.  281. 


(c)  25  Bern.  1. 
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production,  but  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  adjournment 
of  the  summons  into  Court,  on  the  grounds,  which  it  is 
not  necessary  to  state.     He  cited  Murray  v.  Walter  (a). 

Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  Defendant  Yetts,  argued  that  no 
production  could  be  ordered  against  a  solicitor,  for  such 
an  order  could  only  proceed  upon  an  admission  contained 
in  the  answer  of  the  client,  and  not  of  the  solicitor  who 
held  for  him,  and  that  Yetts  had  been  improperly 
brought  before  the  Court  on  this  motion. 


1868. 


Gaskell 

V. 

Chambers. 

(No.  2.) 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  situation  of  Yetts  is  this : — He  has  mixed  him- 
self up  with  these  matters,  I  express  no  opinion  as  to 
the  relief  which  may  be  had  against  him,  but  it  may  be 
assumed  that  some  case  is  made  against  him  by  the  bill, 
for  he  has  not  demurred  to  it. 

So  far  as  the  owners  of  these  papers  are  concerned 
they  do  not  refuse  to  produce  them.  The  Plaintiff 
produces  an  affidavit  of  service  on  the  company,  who 
do  not  object,  for  they  do  not  appear.  The  directors 
appear  and  do  not  object,  and  Yetts  has  no  interest  in 
the  papers,  except  a  lien  for  his  costs. 

Mr.  Lloyd.     He  does  not  claim  any. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Then  he  is  bound  to  produce  them. 

As  to  the  directors  being  served,  Yetts  says  he  holds 

the 


VOL.  XXVI. 


(a)  Cr.  4- PAi//.  U4. 
X 
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the  papers  as  their  solicitor,  and  if  they  had  not  been 
present,  he  might  have  objected,  that  no  order  could 
be  made  in  their  absence.  They  were  therefore  neces- 
sary  parties  to  the  application. 

There  must  be  the  usual  order  for  production. 


Dtc.  11,13, 
16. 

Parties  en- 
tered into  a 
contract  to 
purchase  a 
brewery  and 
plant  at  a 

Srice  to  be 
xed  by  arbi- 
trators, who 
were  to  choose 
an  umpire  be- 
fore entering 
upon  the  vdu- 
ation.    The 
arbitrators 
could  not 
agree  on  an 
umpire : — 
Held,  that  the 
Court  had  no 
authority, 
under  the 
17  4  18  Vict. 
c.  125,  M.  1,  2, 
to  appoint  an 
umpire  for 
such  a  pur- 
pose. 


COLLINS  V.  COLLINS. 

13Y  the  decree,  a  brewery  and  plant  at  Richmond, 
"^  part  of  the  assets  of  the  testator,  were  ordered  to 
be  sold. 

The  executrix  entered  into  a  written  contract  with 
Messrs.  Phillips  and  Wigan  for  the  sale  to  them  of  the 
brewery  and  plant  at  a  valuation. 

And  it  was  thereby  agreed,  "  that  the  purchase-money 
of  all  the  premises  agreed  to  be  sold  should  be  deter- 
mined by  Mr.  Mason  for  the  vendor,  and  by  Mr.  Moss 
for  the  purchaser,"  and  "  that  they  should  choose 
an  umpire  before  entering  upon  the  valuation."  Pro- 
vision was  made  for  the  event  of  the  death  of  an 
arbitrator,  or  of  an  arbitrator  failing  to  proceed  with 
the  valuation.  And  it  was  agreed,  "that  the  duties  of 
the  umpire  should  be  strictly  confined  to  the  matters  in 
diflference  between  the  valuers" 


The  contract  was  sanctioned  by  the  Court,  but  the 
valuers  "  were  unable  to  agree  upon  or  concur  in  the 
nomination  or  appointment  of  an  umpire.**  Thereupon 
a  summons  was  taken  out,  under  the  17  &  18  Vict. 
c.  125,  s.  12,  for  the  appointment  of  an  arbitrator  by 
the  judge. 

By 
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By  the  12th  section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  126,  s.  12),  it  is  enacted  as  fol- 
lows : — **  If  in  any  case  of  arbitration  the  documents 
authorizing  the  reference  provide  that  the  reference 
shall  be  to  a  single  arbitrator/*  icCy  kc,  kc,  '*  or  if, 
where  the  parties  or  two  arbitrators  are  at  liberty  to 
appoint  an  umpire  or  third  arbitrator,  such. parties  or 
arbitrators  do  not  appoint  an  umpire  or  third  arbitrator, 
or  if,"  &c.,  &c.,  &c.,  "  then,  in  every  such  instance,  any 
party  may  serve  the  remaining  parties  or  the  arbitrators, 
as  the  case  may  be,  with  written  notice  to  appoint  an 
arbitrator,  umpire  or  third  arbitrator  respectively,  and 
if,  within  seven  clear  days  after  such  notice  shall  have 
been  served,  no  arbitrator,  umpire  or  third  arbitrator 
be  appointed,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  judge  of  any  of 
the  superior  courts  of  law  or  equity  at  Westminster^ 
upon  summons  to  be  taken  out  by  the  party  having 
served  such  notice  aforesaid,  to  appoint  an  arbitrator, 
umpire  or  third  arbitrator,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  such 
arbitrator,  umpire  and  third  arbitrator  respectively  shall 
have  the  like  power  to  act  in  the  reference,  and  make 
an  award,  as  if  he  had  been  appointed  by  consent  of 
all  parties.* 


1868. 


Collins 

V. 
COLLIMS. 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Baggallay,  for  the  Defendant,  the 
executrix.  This  Court  has  authority,  under  the  act 
which  applies  to  *^  any  case,"  to  appoint  an  umpire.  It 
was  done  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  even  in  an  arbi- 
tration commenced  before  the  passing  of  the  act  (17  &  18 
Vict.  c.  126);  In  re  Lord  {a).  They  also  referred  to 
Elvin  V.  Drummond  (b). 


Mr.    Selwyn  and   Mr.  Mackeson  for  the   Plaintiff. 
This   case   comes   precisely  within   the  words   of   the 

statute ; 

(a)  1  Kay  if  J.  90.  {h)  4  Bing,  415. 

x2 
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statute ;  ''  two  arbitrators  are  at  liberty  to  appoint  an 
umpire  or  third  arbitrator  ;*'  they  have  not  done  so  after 
notice,  and  the  statute  expressly  says  that  ''  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  judge/'  &c.  'Mo  appoint  an  umpire  or 
third  arbitrator."  This  is  clearly  a  case  of  arbitration. 
There  is  a  complete  agreement,  which  is  connected 
with  the  suit  and  the  proceedings  in  Court,  by  the 
clause  requiring  the  approval  of  the  judge. 

It  will  be  said,  that  this  is  not  an  arbitration  but  a 
valuation^  but  in  similar  cases  persons  are,  by  the  legis- 
lature and  the  judges,  called  arbitrators,  whose  only 
duty  is  to  make  a  valuation.  Thus,  in  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  the  Companies  Clauses  Act,  and  by  Vice- 
Cbancellor  Kindersley,  who,  in  Darbey  v.  Whitaker  (a), 
calls  a  valuation  by  two  licensed  gangers  an  '^  arbitra- 
tion." So  an  agreement  that  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion for  lands  taken  by  a  railway  was  treated  as  an 
arbitration  by  the  Court  in  Morgan  v.  Milman  (i).  The 
act  is  a  remedial  act,  and  must  be  held  "  to  apply  to  all 
cases;"  In  re  Lord(c).  Leeds  v.  Surrows(d)  and  Perkins 
V.  Potts  (e)  were  cases  of  mere  appraisement,  and  not  of 
arbitration.  They  also  referred  to  9  ^  10  Will.  3,  c.  16; 
3^4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  ss.  39,  40,  41;  Gourlay  v.  The 
Duke  of  Somerset  (/) ;  Tilsey  on  the  Stamp  Act  (y) ; 
Mills  V.  The  Bowyers  Company  (Ji) ;  Re  Aitkens 
Arbitration  {i)  \  Brown  v.  Tanner  {k)\  and  oee  Jebb  v. 
M'Kiernan  (/),  and  £!ivin  v.  Drummond  {m). 


Mr.  Schomberg  and  Mr.  W.  J.  Bovill  for  the  arbi- 
trators. 

Mr. 

(a)  3  Drew.  140.  (A)  3  Kay  ^  J.  66. 

(b)  3  De  Gex,  M.  ^  G.  24.  (i)  3  Jurat  (N.  S.),  1296. 

(c)  1  Kay  4-  J'  94.  {k)  1   M'CUL  ^   Y.  464;  1 
(£/)  12  £W,  1.  Car.  ^  P.  651. 

(e)  2  Chittys  Rep.  399.  (/)  Moody  <$•  M.  340. 

(/)  19  Vet.  429.  (m)  1  Jl^.  ^  P.  88. 
(g)  Page  66. 
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Mr.  /?.  Palmer,  Mr.  Unthank^  and  Mr.  Druce,  for 
Messrs.  Phillips  and  Wtgan»  This  is  not  an  arbitration 
at  ally  the  question  of  price  is  an  unsettled  term  of  a 
voluntary  incomplete  contract,  and  this  is  an  attempt  to 
supply  it.  Until  the  price  has  been  fixed  the  contract 
is  imperfect.  A  mere  valuation  in  no  way  comes  within 
the  legal  definition  of  an  ''arbitration/*  which  assumes  a 
matter  of  controversy,  and  there  can  be  none  where  there 
is  no  complete  binding  contract.  The  definition  is  thus 
given  in  the  Termes  de  la  Ley  (a) : — "  Arbitrement  is  an 
award,  determination  or  judgment,  which  one  or  more 
maketh  at  the  request  of  two  parties  at  the  least  for 
and  upon  some  debt,  trespasse  or  other  controversie  had 
between  the  said  parties.  And  this  is  called  in  Latin 
arbitratus  and  arbitrium,  and  they  that  make  the  award 
and  arbitrement  are  called  arhitriy  in  English  arbitra- 
tors. To  every  arbitrement  five  things  are  incident,  sciL, 
matter  of  controversie,  submission,  parties  to  the  sub- 
mission, arbitrators  and  giving  of  the  arbitrement;" 
Dyer  (b). 


1858. 


Collins 

V. 

Collins. 


The  decisions  as  to  the  stamps  on  appraisements  and 
awards  show  the  distinction,  and  that  the  mere  fixing 
the  value  of  a  thing  is  not  an  arbitration. 

The  second  act  only  applies  to  such  arbitrations  as 
may  be  had  under  the  first  statute  of  the  9  &  10  WilL 
3,c.  15. 

They  also  referred  to  Gordon  v.  Whitekouse  (c) ; 
Milnes  v.  Gery(d);  Parkes  v.  Smith  (e),  and  In  re 
Lee  and  Hemingway  (J ). 

Mr. 


(a)  Page  28. 

(b)  Page  217,  pL  60, 

(c)  18  Com.  B.  Rep.  747. 


(d)  14  Ves.  400. 

(e)  15  Q.  B.  Hep.  305. 
(/)  3  Nev.  is  Ai.  760. 
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Mr.  Lloyd  in  reply.  The  price  is  in  difference  and 
controversy,  and  may  properly  be  made  the  subject  of 
arbitration. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

When  this  case  was  brought  before  me  I  was  a 
good  deal  startled  at  the  apparent  consequences  which 
would  result  from  the  effect  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
if  the  vendor  be  ris^ht  in  his  contention  as  to  its  con- 
struction.  Undoubtedly  the  consequence  would  be,  that 
in  all  those  cases  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  has 
hitherto  held,  that  the  contract  cannot  be  enforced  in 
this  Court,  the  objection  hitherto  relied  upon  would,  by 
a  very  simple  process  under  this  Act  of  Parliament,  be 
removed,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  would  imme- 
diately apply,  and  specific  performance  would  be  en- 
forced. Thus,  for  instance,  if  one  person  agreed  to  sell 
a  property  of  a  particular  description  to  another,  and 
said  the  price  should  be  fixed  by  A,  B.,  who  had  a  par- 
ticular knowledge  of  that  species  of  property,  and  that 
in  consequence  of  that  knowledge  he  would  entrust  the 
valuation  of  that  property  to  him,  and  to  him  alone, 
and  if  that  person  should  happen  to  die  before  he  was 
enabled  to  make  the  valuation  under  this  Act  of  Par- 
liament, the  purchaser  might  call  upon  the  Court  to 
appoint  another  person  to  make  the  valuation.  He 
having  accordingly  made  the  valuation,  it  would  bind 
both  parties,  and  be  carried  into  effect,  in  the  same 
way  as  if  the  valuation  had  been  made  by  the  person 
originally  named,  although  it  was  very  far  from  being 
the  intention  of  the  vendor,  who  expressly  stated,  that 
he  only  entered  into  a  contract  in  that  peculiar  form, 
because  he  knew  that  the  particular  person  to  whom  it 
was  proposed  to  refer  the  question  of  price  had  a 
peculiar  knowledge  of  the  value  of  the  property,  and 

the 
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the  manner  in  which  it  was  situated.  Nevertheless,  if 
the  Act  of  Parliament  has  ordered  this  to  be  done,  this 
Court  must  carry  it  into  effect.  It  only  remains,  then, 
to  look  at  what  the  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  are, 
to  see  if,  by  express  direction,  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tioD,  there  be  involved  in  them  such  a  conclusion. 


1868. 

COLUNS 

O. 
COLLIMI. 


In  looking  at  the  Act  of  Parliament,  I  observe  the 
words  used,  which  govern  the  whole  sentence,  are,  ''if, 
in  any  case  of  arbitration.'*  It  is  not  necessary  to  go 
farther,  because  all  depends  upon  these  words.  What 
do  they  mean  ?  What  is  a  '*  case  of  arbitration  ?'*  In 
one  view  of  the  case  it  is  important  to  look  at  what  is 
the  construction  that  has  been  placed  upon  the  statute 
of  the  9  &  10  William  3,  and  to  observe  in  what  manner 
the  Courts  have  dealt  with  the  word  "  arbitration" 
under  that  statute,  in  order  to  consider  what  is  the 
proper  meaning  that  should  be  given  to  it  here.  And 
1  must  say,  I  find  few  reasons  that  would  apply  to 
exclude  any  particular  arbitration,  or  any  form  of  re- 
ference which  may  be  called  an  arbitration,  from  the 
statute  of  William,  which  do  not  equally  apply  and 
exclude  it  from  the  statute  of  the  Queen. 

The  Plaintiff  submits,  that  the  word  does  not  mean 
the  arbitration  specified  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  but 
that  the  word  is  general  and  applies  to  anything,  whe- 
ther within  or  without  the  Act  of  Parliament  itself, 
which  can  properly  be  called  ''  arbitration.*' 


It  become  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider  what  an 
arbitration  is.  Now  I  fully  concur  in  the  observation, 
that  fixing  the  price  of  a  property  may  be  ''  arbitration." 
But  I  do  not  think,  that  in  this  particular  case,  the 
fixing  of  the  price  of  the  property  is  an  arbitration,  in 

the 
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the  proper  sense  of  the  term.  Ad  arbitration  is  a  re- 
ference to  the  decision  of  one  or  more  persons,  either 
with  or  without  ap  umpire,  of  some  matter  or  matters  in 
difference  between  the  parties.  It  is  very  true  that  in 
one  sense  it  must  be  imph'ed  that  although  there  is  no 
existing  difference,  still  that  a  difference  may  arise  be- 
tween the  parties;  yet  I  think  the  distinction  between 
an  existing  difference  and  one  which  may  arise  is  a  ma- 
terial one,  and  one  which  has  been  properly  relied  upon 
in  the  case.  If  nothing  has  been  said  respecting  the 
price  by  the  vendor  and  purchaser  between  themselves, 
it  can  hardly  be  said  that  there  is  any  difference  be- 
tween them.  It  might  be,  that  if  the  purchaser  knew 
the  price  required  by  the  seller,  there  would  be  no 
difference,  and  that  he  would  be  willing  to  give  it.  It 
may  well  be,  that  if  the  vendor  knew  the  price  which 
the  purchaser  would  give,  there  would  be  no  difference, 
and  that  he  would  accept  it.  It  may  well  be,  that  the 
decision  of  a  particular  valuer  appointed  might  fix  the 
price  and  might  be  equally  satisfactory  to  both ;  so  that 
it  can  hardly  be  said  that  there  is  a  difference  between 
them.  Undoubtedly,  as  a  general  rule,  the  seller  wants 
to  get  the  highest  price  for  his  property,  and  the  pur- 
chaser wishes  to  give  the  lowest,  and  in  that  sense  it 
may  be  said  that  an  expected  difference  between  the  par- 
ties is.to  be  implied  in  every  case,  but  unless  a  difference 
has  actually  arisen,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  an 
** arbitration."  Undoubtedly,  if  two  persons  enter  into 
an  arrangement  for  the  sale  of  any  particular  property, 
and  try  to  settle  the  terms,  but  cannot  agree,  and  after 
dispute  and  discussion  respecting  the  price,  they  say, 
"we  will  refer  this  question  of  price  to  A.  JB.,  he  shall 
settle  it,"  and  thereupon  they  agree  that  the  matter 
shall  be  referred  to  his  arbitration,  that  would  appear 
to  be  an  "  arbitration,"  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term, 

and 
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and  within  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  but  if  they  agree  to 
a  price  to  be  fixed  by  another^  that  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  be  an  arbitration. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  case  of  Leeds  v.  Burrows  (a) 
draws  the  proper  and  fit  distinction  between  an  arbitral 
turn,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term,  and  an  appraise- 
ment or  valuation,  for  valuation  undoubtedly  precludes 
differences,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term ;  it  pre- 
vents differences,  and  does  not  settle  any  which  have 
arisen.  That  is  the  distinction  which,  in  my  opinion, 
exists  between  those  cases  of  appraisement  and  those 
cases  of  arbitration.  The  distinction  seems  to  be  drawn 
in  the  case  of  Hemingway's  Case,  cited  in  a  note  to 
the  case  of  Parkes  v.  Smith  (J).  There,  there  was  an 
agreement  to  sell  land  at  a  particular  price  to  be  fixed 
by  award,  the  price  was  fixed,  and  they  came  for  an 
attachment  under  the  award,  and  said  it  was  an  arbi- 
tration ;  but  Mr.  Justice  Littkdale  very  clearly  pointed 
out  the  distinction ;  he  says,  *'  this  is  not  properly  an 
arbitration,  it  is  in  effect  an  agreement  to  sell  the  land, 
and  this  is  not  a  settlement  of  any  difference  between 
them,  but  merely  something  auxiliary  to  the  contract 
entered  into  between  them,  for  the  purpose  of  the  sale 
of  the  land.  And  accordingly,  upon  a  breach  of  the 
contract,  you  have  your  remedy,  for  it  is  clear,  that  a 
specific  performance  would  have  lain  here  in  that  case. 
It  is  clear  also,  that  an  action  would  have  lain  for 
damages,  but  not  being  an  award,  because  it  was  not  a 
matter  in  difference  that  was  referred  by  these  parties, 
you  cannot  have  it  by  way  of  attachment.'* 
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Therein  lies  the  distinction,  and  which  is  approved  of 

by 

(a)  12  Eatt,  1.  (6)  15  Q.  B.  305. 
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by  Ix>rd   Campbell,  who  thought  it  proper,  and  one 
which  he  roust  adopt. 

The  other  case  which  has  been  referred  to,  of  Gordon 
V.  Whitehouse  {a)f  does  not  appear  to  aflPect  the  case 
materially  one  way  or  the  other.  The  cases  which  are 
material  are  Hemingway^s  Case  and  Leeds  and  Bur* 
rows  (&)• 


I  look  at  this  simply  as  in  the  nature  of  a  contract, 
and  that  this  arrangement  respecting  the  price  was 
auxiliary  to  it;  and  that  in  order  to  save  discussion 
and  to  prevent  differences  which  might  arise  between 
the  parties^  it  was  agreed  that  the  price  should  be  fixed 
by  two  persons,  who  were  to  call  in  an  umpire  before 
they  proceeded  to  the  settlement.  Accordingly,  in 
Darbey  v.  Whitaher  i^c)y  it  never  occurred  to  the  par- 
ties, that  the  Court  had  power  to  appoint  an  arbitra- 
tor which  would  have  removed  all  the  difficulty  and 
arrested  a  series  of  decisions,  of  which  Milnes  v.  Gery  {d) 
is  an  instance.  If  the  Act  of  Parliament  had  intended 
to  refer  to  and  alter  the  law  of  these  cases,  one  should 
have  expected  it  would  have  gone  further,  (for  you 
must  attribute  to  the  legislature  a  perfect  knowledge 
of  the  law,)  and,  in  that  case,  it  should  have  gone  on 
to  say,  and  ''be  it  further  enacted,  that  in  any  case  of 
a  suit  for  specific  performance  it  shall  not  be  any  suffi- 
cient defence  to  such  suit  to  allege  that  the  arbitrator 
has  died,  or  that  no  arbitrator  was  appointed,  and  the 
Court  shall  have  power  to  appoint  an  arbitrator  in 
such  case  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  contract'* 
Whether  the  legislature  foresaw  what  the  consequence 
would  be  of  the  general  words  used,  it  is  impossible  for 


me 


(o)  18  C.  B.  Rep.  1^1. 
(6)  12  Eoit,  I. 


(r)  4  Drew.  134. 
{d)  14  Vet.  400. 
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me  to  ascertain ;  but  I  th'mk  that  by  restricting  the  word        1868. 
"  arbitration"  to  the  proper  sense  of  the  term^  the  section 
is  perfectly  right,  and  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  this 
description.  Collini. 

I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  speaking  to  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  Sir  William  Page  Wood  since  the  hearing 
of  this  case,  and  I  have  his  authority  for  saying,  that  he 
did  not  intend  Me  Lord  in  this  section  of  the  Act  to 
apply  to  a  case  of  this  description.  Concurring  with  him 
in  that  decision  and  in  the  opinion  which  he  gave  as  to 
the  remedial  nature  of  the  statute,  still  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  does  not  govern,  and  was  not  intended  to  govern, 
this  case;  but  the  cases  which  do  govern  it  are  those 
of  Leeds  and  Burrow  and  Hemingway's  Case. 

Accordingly  I  must  hold,  that  in  this  case  the  Court 
has  no  authority,  under  the  statute,  to  appoint  any 
umpire.  I  think  it  a  case  of  considerable  importance 
and  a  very  proper  one  to  be  argued,  and  I  shall  therefore 
give  no  direction  as  to  costs. 
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npHE  object  of  the  present  bill  was  to  compel  the 
repayment  of  the  accumulated  amount  of  subscrip- 


Afoy  26,  27, 

28.  BOLDERO  V.  THE  EAST  INDIA  COMPANY. 

Nov,  3. 

A  fund  was 
created  for 
providing  re- 
tiring pensions  tions  paid  to  the  Defendants  by  the  Plaintiff  as  a  sub- 

tyXr  scriber  to  the  "  Bengal  Civil  Service  Annuity  Fund;' 

civil  servants  Jn  excess  of  half  the  value  of  the  annuity  payable  to  the 

India  Com-  Plaintiff  out  of  that  fund.     The  question  arose  under 

pany  in  Ben-  these  circumstances : — 

galf  after 

twentv**iive 

years*  service.  On  the  1st  day  of  May,  1822,  the  civil  servants  of  the 

The  fund  was  ^^^  India  Company,  at  the  presidency  of  Bengal,  ad- 

a  deduction  of  dressed  a  memorial  to  the  court  of  directors,  praying  for 

Uie^laries^"  ^^^  establishment  of  a  fund  in  Bengal,  for  granting  an- 

with  an  equal  nuities  to  civil  servants  on  their  retirement  from  the 

amount  contri-  •            mi                     •  i                                   •   j    i              a   • 

buted  by  the  service.      Ihe  memorial   was   accompanied   by  certain 

E(isi  India  suggested  regulations  for  the  management  of  the  pro- 

f  nmnnnxr  ~0                          ~                                                                    o                                              * 

A  scale  of  the  posed  fund,  and  which  were  submitted  to  the  court  of 

values  of  the  directors  for  their  approval.     The  civil  servants  proposed 

annuities,  ac-  ^                      '^»^                                                      r      r 

cording  to  the  to  contribute  four  per  cent,  on  the  official  income,  and 

nuitants  was"  ^'^^y  50^*^'^^^  a  contribution  from  the  company  propor- 

fixed,  and  tionate  to  what  was  allowed  to  the  Madras  fund. 

upon  a  mem- 

with  an  an-^  '^'^^  court  of  directors  of  the  East  India  Company,  on 

nuity,  if  the  the  8th  of  December,  1824,  addressed  a  despatch  to  the 

by  him,  to-  government  of  Bengal,  suggesting  alterations  and  modi- 

gether  with  its  fications  in  the  plans  and  regulations  proposed. 

accumulatiouR,  "^                         ^                   r      i 

were  less  than 

one-half  of  the  tabular  value  of  his  annuity,  he  was  bound  to  make  up  the  deficiency. 

The  contrary  happened  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  paid  4,469/   more  than  the  bdf 

value : — Heldf  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  excess  refunded. 

When  the  terms  of  a  contract  are  plain,  usage  can  little  affect  the  construction  to  be 
placed  upon  it;  but  when  it  is  ambiguous,  the  usnge  for  a  long  time  may  influence 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  by  showing  how  it  was  understood  by  the  original  parties 
to  it. 
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The  despatch,  and  the  regulations  and  proposed  alte- 
rations were  transmitted  to  the  committee  of  the  civil 
service  by  the  government  of  Bengal^  accompanied  by 
a  letter  written  by  the  secretary  of  the  government,  and 
dated  the  I2th  Mayy  1825.  The  regulations,  as  altered 
by  the  court  of  directors,  were,  in  all  material  respects, 
adopted  by  the  civil  servants,  at  a  general  meeting  held 
on  the  12ih  of  November^  1825,  and  were  finally  sanc- 
tioned by  the  court  of  directors,  by  a  despatch  dated 
the  30th  Mayy  1827. 
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The  substance  of  the  arrangement  was  as  follows : — 
A  fund  was  provided,  out  of  which  nine  life  annuities  of 
10,000  rupees  were  annually  provided,  upon  their  retire- 
ment, for  nine  civil  servants  who  had  been  twenty-five 
years  in  the  service  and  had  resided  in  India  not  less 
than  twenty-two  years. 

The  fund  was  provided  by  a  deduction  of  four  per 
cent,  on  the  official  incomes  of  the  subscribers  and  by 
an  equal  sum  contributed  every  year  by  the  East  India 
Company,  the  whole  being  accumulated  by  them  at  six 
per  cent. 

A  scale  of  the  value  of  an  annuity,  according  to  the 
ages  of  the  annuitants,  was  fixed.  The  following  ex- 
ample will  explain  it: — 


If  of  the  age  of  40  years   •     .     , 

Rupees. 

.    .     137,050 

45 

.    .     101,100 

„         „      oU      „       •     • 

.    .      94,170 

&c.,  &c.,  &c. 

By  one  of  the  regulations,  a  subscriber,  to  entitle 
htm  to  an  annuity,  was  required  to  pay  to  the  insti- 
tution the  difference  between  one-half  of  the  tabular 

value 
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quantity  sboald  be  lew  than  the  former. 


h4fL9Emm 


Em9W  lU9iA 


The  anonitj  fond  being  thos  formed  in  Bemgal^ 
npon  the  principles  explained  in  the  despatch  of  the 
eoort  of  directors  of  the  8th  December,  1824,  the 
Plaintiff  and  many  other  ctril  servants  of  the  company 
became  sabscribers,  and  the  JSaU  India  Company  de- 
ducted out  of  their  salaries  four  per  cent,  upon  soch 
salaries  and  emoluments,  and  the  company  provided  an 
equal  sum. 

The  Plaintiff  retired  from  the  service  in  Noneaiber, 
1852.  He  was  then  of  the  age  of  sixty-one  years,  he 
had  been  twenty-five  years  in  the  service,  and  had  re- 
sided twenty-two  years  in  India,  and  he  was  qualified, 
according  to  the  regulations  of  the  fund,  to  receive  an 
annuity  of  10,000  rupees  on  payment  of  one-half  the 
value  thereof,  according  to  the  table  of  values  annexed 
to  the  regulations,  and  an  annuity  was  tendered  to  and 
accepted  by  him. 

According  to  the  table  annexed,  the  value  of  an 
annuity  of  10,000  rupees  for  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff 
was  76,170  rupees,  and  one  moiety  of  such  value 
amounted  to  38,085  rupees.  At  the  same  time,  the 
sum  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  Plaintiff's  separate 
account  (being  tlie  accumulated  value  of  his  con- 
tributions, with  interest)  was  87,504  rupees,  which 
exceeded  the  half  value  of  the  Plaintiff's  annuity  (cal- 
culated according  to  the  table)  by  the  sum  of  49,419 
rupees,  and  exceeded  the  total  amount  chargeable 
against  the  Plaintiff,  under  the  regulations  of  the  fund, 
as  the  price  of  his  annuity,  by  the  sum  of  44,69S 
rupees. 

The 
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The  Plaintiff  applied  for  a  rerund  of  the  excess  of 
the  accumulated  amount  of  his  subscriptions  and  in- 
terest This  being  refused,  he  filed  this  bill,  which 
prayed,  first,  a  declaration  that,  according  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  regulations  of  the  Bengal  Civil 
Service  Annuity  Fund,  and  according  to  the  principles 
explained  in  the  despatch  of  the  court  of  directors  of 
the  Ea^  India  Company  of  the  8th  of  December ^  1824, 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  subscribers  to  the  fund 
were  entitled  to  a  refund  of  any  excess  of  the  accu- 
mulated value  of  their  contributions  and  interest  above 
the  aggregate  amount  of  the  half  value  of  their  respec- 
tive annuities,  according  to  the  table  annexed  to  the 
regulations  of  the  fund. 


1868. 

BOLDERO 

The 
East  India 

COMPAMT. 


2.  That  the  East  India  Company,  and,  if  necessary, 
the  managers  of  the  fund,  might  be  decreed,  out  of  the 
final  and  disposable  balance  of  10,86,257  rupees  (a), 
now  in  the  hands  of  the  East  India  Company,  or  other- 
wise out  of  the  general  funds  of  the  said  institution,  to 
pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  sum  of  44,693  rupees  (ft),  being 
the  excess  of  the  accumulated  value  of  his  contributions 
above  the  sums  chargeable  against  him  in  respect  of  his 
annuity,  with  interest. 

3.  That  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from 
capitalising  or  converting  to  their  own  use  the  sum 
of  26,26,367  rupees  (a)  or  any  part  thereof,  and  from 
applying  the  same  otherwise  than  to  the  purposes  of 
the  said  fund. 

It  was  stated  by  the  bill,  that  in  Bombay  and  Madras 
the  practice  of  refunding  bad  uniformly  prevailed. 

The 


(a)  The  alleged  aggregate  ex- 


(6)  The  unappropriated  balance 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  fund. 
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Mr.   Butt^   Mr.   Rolt,    Mr.   R.  Palmer  and    Mr. 
Freeling^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Sir  R.  BetheU,  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Melmlle,  for  the 
JEast  India  Company. 

Mr.  Folleti  and  Mr.  Rogers  for  the  managers  of  the 
fund. 

Mr.  Macnaghten  for  two  subscribei^y  who  had  not 
paid  one  half^  and  had  not  accepted  annuities. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  in  reply. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

^09.3.  This  suit  is  instituted  by  one  of  the  retired  servants 

of  the  civil  service  of  the  East  India  Company  in 
Bengal,  asking  this  Court  to  put  a  construction  on> 
certain  written  documents,  some  of  which  contain  the 
regulations  of  the  Bengal  Civil  Service  Annuity  Fundi 
and  others  of  which  are  explanatory  thereof. 

The  documents  adduced  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  support 
of  his  claim,  are  of  three  different  classes,  which  vary 
in  degrees  of  value  and  importance.  The  first  class 
consists  of  documents  which  bear  date  in  and  prior  to 
the  year  1825,  and  by  which  the  annuities  of  retiriog 
civil  servants  in  Bengal  were  established  and  regulated. 
The  documents  of  the  second  class  bear  date  in  the 
year  1835,  and  relate  to  the  temporary  substitution  of 
a  new  and  experimental  plan,  for  the  purchase  of  an- 
nuities for  retiring  civil  servants  at  a  quarter  of  their 
value,  instead  of  one-half,  in  consequence  of  the  partial 

failure 
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failure  of  the  original  scheme.  The  documents  of  the 
third  class  bear  date  in  the  years  1838  and  1841,  and 
relate  to  the  substitution  of  a  new  plan  for  the  ac- 
quisition of  the  annuities  by  retiring  civil  servants^  and 
to  the  various  modifications  in  the  scheme  of  the  in- 
stitution,  which  were  proposed,  and  which  were  ac- 
cepted or  rejected.  The  two  latter  classes  of  documents, 
as  will  appear  plainly  in  the  course  of  the  observations 
I  have  to  make,  bear  little  upon  the  real  question 
before  me.  They  relate  rather  to  the  history  of  the 
institution,  after  the  experience  of  some  years  had  shewn 
its  working  and  tested  its  efficiency. 
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The  question  really  depends  on  the  documents  which 
bear  date  in  and  prior  to  the  year  1825,  by  which  the 
fund  for  compensating  the  retiring  civil  servants  was 
created,  and  the  institution  established.  The  docu- 
ments of  this  period  are  also  of  very  unequal  value. 
They  are  four  in  number.  The  first  bears  date  the  1st 
Mai/f  1822,  and  is  a  proposal,  in  writing,  made  to  the 
JEiatt  India  Company  by  their  civil  servants  in  the 
Presidency  of  Bengal.  It  suggests  the  propriety  of 
raising  a  fund,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  annuities 
for  letiring  civil  servants,  and  points  out  the  means  by 
which  this  might  be  done,  which  is,  partly  by  sub- 
scription amongst  themselves,  and  partly  by  a  contri- 
bution to  be  made  by  the  company  itself.  It  further 
suggests,  that  the  East  India  Company  should  act  as 
treasurers  of  the  fund,  and  that  in  that  character  the 
company  should  make  and  pay  interest  on  the  funds 
subscribed,  and  to  be  retained  by  them.  The  second  do- 
cument of  this  series  bears  date  the  29th  of  June,  1822. 
It  is  a  dispatch  from  the  Governor-General  to  the 
East  India  Company,  recommending  the  adoption  of 
this  proposal.  The  third  document  is  the  answer  of 
the  directors  of  the  East  India  Company,  which  bears 
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1859.  '^^  ^^  ^^  Decmier,  1824.  Tbc  fbarth  dociiiDCiit  is 
a  letter  written  br  the  Secrctanr  of  the  Govemnient  of 
Btm^  to  the  iDembers  of  the  Committee  of  the  Cif3 


TvK  Serriee,  tnuismittiiig  and  aocompaimDg  the  answer  of 
the  directors.  This  last  docomeDt  bears  date  the  12th 
May,  182a. 

The  docomeot  of  paramoont  importance  in  tUs 
series  is  the  third,  viz.  the  answer  of  the  direetofs  of 
the  8th  December,  1824.  It  is  an  assent  to  the  prio- 
dple  of  the  propossl  made  by  the  civil  servants,  but 
it  adopts  that  principle  on  more  liberal  terms  than  hsd 
been  soggested  by  them.  The  question  really  depends 
on  the  construction  of  this  document;  the  others  are 
of  little  moment,  and  indeed  m^ht  be  disregarded, 
except  for  the  purpoae  of  explaining  how  the  system 
originated,  and  in  that  view,  might  possibly  be  re- 
ferred to  when  the  history  of  the  jorigin  of  the 
institution  could  assist  in  explaining  any  word  or 
sentence  of  ambiguous  import,  did  any  such  occur  io 
this  dispatch  of  the  8th  December,  1824.  This  also 
has  been  the  view  adopted  by  the  counsel  for  the 
various  parties  to  the  cause,  and,  accordingly,  all  the 
principal  arguments  have  been  directed  to  the  coo- 
sideration  of  the  meaning  of  this  document,  and  the 
true  construction  to  be  placed  upon  it  with  reference  to 
the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff. 

This  document  is  called  '^  The  Public  Letter  to  Bengal 
of  8ih  December,  1824;"  it  consists  itself  of  two  parts, 
which  also  are  of  unequal  value.  The  former  part  con- 
sists of  seventy-eight  paragraphs,  of  which  the  last 
forty-six  paragraphs  contain  a  long  and  elaborate  dis- 
cussion, in  detail,  of  the  plan  suggested  by  the  civil 
servants,  and  of  the  alterations  and  modifications  of  i|, 
which  the  directors  propose  to  introduce;  and  the  latter 
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part  oontaiDft,  in  parallel  columns  on  one  wde,  the 
regulations  proposed  by  the  committee  of  the  Bengal 
civil  servants,  and,  on  the  opposite  side,  the  alterations 
considered  necessary  by  the  Court  of  Directors.  Thus 
it  is,  that  the  latter  part  of  this  public  letter  contains 
the  statute  in  writing,  if  I  may  so  express  myself,  by 
which  the  Civil  Service  Retiring  Annuity  Fund  is  to  be 
regulated;  and  the  former  part  of  it  contains  expla- 
nations of  the  scheme  so  sanctioned,  with  discussions 
as  to  its  objects  and  its  probable  operation,  together 
with  the  reasons  which  have  induced  the  directors  to 
modify  the  proposals  submitted  to  them,  and  to  es^ 
tablish  the  institution  itself,  upon  the  regulations  which 
I  have  termed  the  statute  governing  the  formation  and 
distribution  of  the  fund. 
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We  should,  therefore,  in  the  first  instance,  look  at  the 
statute  cnr  regulations  of  the  histitution,  in  the  latter 
division  of  this  document,  and  if  they  are  clear  and  com- 
plete as  to  the  question  before  the  Court,  they  cannot 
with  propriety  be  set  at  nought  or  contradicted  by  what 
may  be  discovered  in  the  early  part  of  the  dispatch, 
which  is  explanatory  of  the  reasons  for  establishing,  and 
discusses  the  consequences  which  may  be  expected  to 
follow  from  the  creation  of  the  institution  and  the  plan 
thus  settled.  At  the  same  time,  it  would  be  very  unfit 
ta  look  at  this  part  of  the  letter  alone ;  it  may  well  be, 
that  a  careful  examination  of  both  parts  of  this  docu- 
ment, taken  together,  may  shew  that  some  regulations 
or^pnally  intended  have  been  omitted,  that  the  manner 
in  whidi  some  of  the  regulations  are  worded  is  imperfect 
and  incomplete,  that  an  uncertainty  or  ambiguity  exists 
in  others,  which  is  only  to  be  discovered  by  a  know-^ 
ledge,  not  only  of  all  the  facts  connected  with  the  case, 
but  also  of  the  reasons  which  influenced  and  the 
motives  which  actuated  the  directors  in  the  establishment 
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of  this  scheme :  the  reasons  and  motives  are  displayed 
only  in  the  former  part  of  this  dispatch,  and  as  they  form 
a  part  of  the  document  itself,  the  true  construction  of  it 
can  only  be  arrived  at  by  careful  perusal  and  exami- 
nation of  the  whole  taken  together.  This  is  the  more 
necessary,  in  this  particular  case,  because  the  perusal  of 
the  whole  of  the  documents  has  led  me  to  the  conclu- 
sion, that  the  proposed  regulations,  with  the  alterations 
made  by  the  directors  and  which  are  appended  to  it,  in 
parallel  columns,  seem  to  have  been  intended  by  the 
directors  principally  in  the  light  of  shewing  the  mode 
in  which  they  thought  they  could  best  express,  in  what 
may  be  called  the  form  of  enactment,  the  objects 
which  they  had  fully  propounded  and  explained  in  the 
earlier  part  of  their  letter.  A  careful  examination, 
therefore,  of  both  parts  of  this  document,  both  sepa- 
rately and  conjointly,  and  of  what  gave  rise  to  it,  is 
necessary  to  enable  the  Court  to  come  to  a  satisfactory 
conclusion  as  to  the  real  meaning  and  true  construction 
to  be  put  on  this  paper  with  regard  to  the  question 
itself 


The  general  object  of  the  scheme  proposed  by  the 
civil  servants  of  Bengal  was  the  creation  of  an  annuity 
fund  to  supply  annuities  for  the  retirement  of  civil  ser- 
vants every  year,  of  such  an  amount  and  attainable  on 
such  terms  as  to  induce  a  considerable  number  of  the 
civil  servants  to  retire  in  each  year,  and  thus  to  make 
way  for  others.  The  leading  objects  then  were  twofold  ; 
first,  by  this  means  to  secure  an  annuity  to  civil  ser* 
vants  on  their  retirement ;  and  secondly,  to  promote, 
what  is  called  in  these  papers,  a  ^* quicker  movement**  in 
the  promotion  of  civil  servants.  To  accomplish  these 
objects,  the  civil  servants  of  Bengal  proposed,  that  af« 
a  fund  should  be  formed  in  the  following  manner, 
namely,  that  the  civil  servants  should  subscribe  4/.  per 
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cent,  per  annum  on  the  amount  of  their  official  incomes 
and  emoluments  in  the  first  place,  and  as  this  would 
not  be  sufficient  to  provide  a  fund  sufficiently  large  for 
the  purpose  required,  they  requested  the  directors  of  the 
East  India  Company  to  supply  a  sum  proportionate  to 
what  they  allowed  to  the  Madras  fund,  which  was  then 
in  operation ;  that  is,  to  supply  an  equal  amount  with 
the  sams  subscribed  by  the  civil  servants  themselves, 
and  by  these  means,  they  calculated  that  a  fund  would 
be  created  which  would  be  sufficient  to  make  up  what- 
ever might  be  required,  in  order  to  admit  of  eight  or 
nine  retirements  every  year  upon  life  annuities  of  10,000 
rupees  each.  And  they  suggested,  that  the  subscriber 
should  become  absolutely  entitled  to  the  offer  of  an 
annuity  for  his  life,  for  that  amount,  when  he  had 
been  a  subscriber  for  twenty-three  years,  but  that  he 
was  also  to  be  able  to  entitle  himself  to  the  like  an- 
nuity, at  anytime  before  that  period,  provided  he  paid 
to  the  institution  the  difference  between  two-thirds  of 
the  actual  value  of  the  annuity  on  his  life,  at  the  date  of 
his  retirement,  and  the  accumulated  amount  of  his 
previous  subscription  to  the  fund.  The  proposal  then 
contains  many  regulations  for  working  out  this  system 
in  detail. 
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The  JEast  India  Company,  by  their  letter  of  the  8th 
December,  very  readily  adopted  the  principle  of  the  pro- 
posal of  the  Bengal  civil  servants,  but  they  did  so  on  a 
much  more  liberal  scale,  and  introduced  several  modi- 
fications, which  were  better  calculated  to  secure  the 
object  they  both  had  in  view.  The  object  of  the  di- 
rectors of  the  company  is  expressed  thus,  in  the  33rd 
paragraph  of  their  public  letter : — ^They  state  their 
favorable  opinion  of  the  establishment  of  such  a  fund, 
because  it  was  calculated  to  answer  "  useful  and  wise 
ends,  as  providing  for  an  unexpected  loss  of  fortune, 
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and  as  occasioniDg  the  return  of  the  companjf's  servants 
to  Europe  by  a  quicker  movement  than  would  otherwise 
take  place,  and  thus  securing  to  the  company  the  ser- 
vices of  Europeans  in  the  most  active  period  of  their 
lives,  and  making  way  for  the  advance  of  younger 
servants/' 


The  modifications  which  the  directors  introduced,  to 
promote  this  object,  were  to  the  following  effect  :«- 
They  resolved  that  the  annuities  should  be  10,000 
rupees  each,  at  2«.  per  rupee,  that  is  1,000/.  sterling  per 
annum^  raising  the  annuity  therefore  from  700/.  to 
1,000/.,  and  that  the  period  to  entitle  a  person  abso- 
lutely to  the  annuity  should  be  twenty-five  years'  sub- 
scription, and  twenty-two  years'  actual  residence  in 
India,  and  that  before  that  time  the  civil  servant  might 
entitle  himself  to  receive  it  by  payment  of  one-half  of 
the  value  of  the  annuity,  towards  the  payment  of  which 
the  amount  of  his  subscriptions  was  to  be  allowed  oo 
account,  and  the  East  India  Company  undertook  to 
contribute  whatever  money  might  be  required  in  ad- 
dition to  the  contributions  of  the  subscribers,  to  enable 
the  fund  to  grant  as  many  as  nine  annuities  annually, 
on  the  principle  thus  stated.  Furthermore,  in  order  to 
diminish  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  retiring  civil 
servant  to  entitle  him  to  his  annuity,  the  company 
resolved,  by  article  64,  '^  that  interest  at  the  rate  of  6/. 
per  cent,  per  annum  should  be  allowed  on  the  funds  set 
apart  for  the  payment  of  the  annuities"  which  would 
have  the  effect  of  causing  the  subscriptions  of  the  civil 
servants  to  accumulate  at  that  rate  at  compound  inte- 
rest. The  annuities  in  each  year  were  to  be  offered  to 
the  civil  servants,  according  to  their  seniority,  or  the 
''  gradation  list"  of  the  service,  as  settled  by  the  di- 
rectors. With  respect  to  existing  civil  servants,  the 
subscription  was  to  be  optional,  but  with  respect  to  all 
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future  civil  servautB  in  Bengal,  it  was  to  be  compulsoty, 
and  an  engagement  to  subscribe  to  the  fund  was  to  be- 
come a  part  of  the  covenants  of  all  persons  thereafter  to 
be  appointed  writers. 

The  general  effect  of  this  scheme,  in  the  majority  of 
cases,  is  very  plain.  Every  one  of  the  Bengal  civil 
servants  was  to  subscribe  four  per  cent,  out  of  his  offl" 
cial  income  and  emoluments ;  this  was  to  accumulate  at 
compound  interest  at  six  per  cent,  until  he  retired. 
Whenever  he  was  desirous  to  do  so,  provided  the 
pensions  then  available  were  not  taken  by  his  senior,  he 
was  entitled  to  a  retiring  pension  of  1,000/.  per  annum 
for  his  life,  on  payment  of  so  much  money  as,  together 
with  the  fund  created  by  his  subscription  of  four  per 
cent,  accumulated  at  compound  interest  of  six  per  cent, 
wofiild  amount  to  half  of  the  value  of  such  an  annuity 
at  the  age  he  had  then  attained.  Thus,  supposing  a 
civil  servant  to  have  attained  the  age  of  forty-five  years, 
and  to  be  then  desirous  of  retiring,  the  value  of  the  an- 
ireity  of  10,000  rupees  for  his  life  is  calculated  at 
101,100  rupees,  according  to  the  table  appended  to 
the  regulations.  The  consequence  would  be,  that  the 
price  to  be  charged  against  him  for  this  annuity  would 
be  half  or  50,560  rupees ;  and  if  his  subscriptions 
of  four  per  cent,  out  of  his  official  income  with  the 
accumulated  interest  thereupon  amounted  to  50,000 
rupees,  be  would  have  to  pay  550  rupees  additional, 
to  entitle  himself  to  the  annuity.  If  the  subscriptions 
amount  to  50,550  rupees  he  would  have  to  pay  nothing. 
In  these  ccmcs  the  regulations  are  distinct  and  un- 
ambiguous, but  if  his  subscriptions,  either  with  or 
without  the  accumulated  interest,  exceed  the  50,550 
rupees,  then  arises  the  question  raised  by  the  bill.  In 
that  event,  is  the  civil  servant  entitled  to  a  refund  of  his 
subscriptions,  over  and  above  the  50,550  rupees  that  is 
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over  and  above  the  sum  which  was  required  to  be  paid 
or  made  good  by  him,  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  his 
life  annuity  of  1,000/.,  at  the  rate  of  the  half  value 
thereof  ? 

This  is  exactly  the  case  which  has  occurred  to  the 
Plaintiff  and  many  other  subscribers  to  the  fund  who 
stand  in  the  same  situation  as  himself.  The  Plaintiff 
entered  the  civil  service  of  the  Ikist  India  Company  in 
the  year  1827,  he  retired  in  the  year  1852,  he  had  been 
twenty-five  years  in  the  civil  service  of  the  East  India 
Company,  of  which  twenty-two  years  had  been  spent  in 
India,  he  was  then  sixty-one  years  of  age  and  he  was 
entitled  to  the  annuity  of  10,000  rupees,  or  1,000/.  ster- 
ling at  the  price  of  38,085  rupees,  which,  according  to 
the  tables  referred  to,  was  the  half  value  of  that  annuity 
for  the  remainder  of  his  then  life.  The  balance  then 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  books 
of  the  trustee  and  managers  of  the  Bengal  Civil  Service 
Fund,  was  87,504  rupees,  which,  after  deducting  the 
38,085  rupees  leaves  a  surplus  to  his  credit  of  49,419 
rupees,  which  is  the  amount  now  claimed  by  him. 


On  examining  the  regulations  proposed  by  the  Bengal 
civil  servants,  as  altered  by  the  directors,  with  reference 
to  this  question,  one  is  struck,  in  the  first  place,  by  the 
total  omission  of  all  notice  of  any  such  case  as  that 
which  has  occurred  and  which  has  given  rise  to  this  suit. 
Throughout  these  regulations,  no  reference  is  made 
directly  or  indirectly  to  any  payments  by  a  subscriber 
exceeding  the  price  he  would  have  to  pay  for  his  annuity. 
No  allusion  is  made  to  any  refund  under  any  circum- 
stances, except  that  in  the  thirteenth  clause,  it  is  pro- 
vided, "  that  any  subscriber  who  may  be  dismissed 
from  the  honorable  company's  service,  shall  forfeit  all 
right  to  any  benefit  from  the  institution  and  shall  be 
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entitled  to  no  refund  of  any  payments  which  he  may 
have  made."  We  are  therefore  driven  in  the  absence 
of  express  enactment  to  consider  which  view  of  the  case 
is  either  impliedly  included  in,  or  if  not,  is  most  con- 
sistent with,  the  frame  of  the  scheme  and  the  existing 
regulations.  The  clauses  which  may  be  said  to  relate 
more  especially  to  this  subject  are  the  1st,  10th,  11th, 
12th  and  30th. 
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The  first  is  in  these  words : — ''(1)  The  subscribers 
shall,  from  the  1st  of  May^  1825,  contribute  for  the 
purposes  of  the  funds  one  twenty-fifth  part  of  their 
salaries  and  all  other  public  emoluments,  however  de- 
nominated, compensation  for  travelling  expenses  ex- 
cepted." 

The  10th  is — ''(10)  Should  any  subscriber,  having 
reskled  in  India  in  the  civil  service  not  less  than  twenty- 
one  years,  and  being  a  member  of  the  institution  the 
fiill  period  of  twenty-five  years,  retire  from  the  service 
before  the  operation  of  an  annuity  may  devolve  on  him, 
he  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  in  his  proper  turn, 
without  any  payment  to  the  fund,  save  what  may  be 
claimable  under  the  following  rules." 

The  11th  is — ''(11)  Any  subscriber  who  may  accept 
the  tender  of  an  annuity  shall  be  required,  to  entitle 
him  to  such  annuity,  to  pay  to  the  institution,  previous 
to  the  date  at  which  the  annuity  is  to  commence,  the 
difierence  between  one-half  of  the  actual  value  of  the 
annuity  on  his  life,  and  the  accumulated  value  of  his 
previous  contribution,  in  case  the  latter  quantity  shall 
be  less  than  the  former;  these  values  shall  be  deter- 
mined as  below  provided." 


The  12th 


"(12)  Any  member  so  choosing  may 
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decline  paying  the  difference  defined  in  the  foregoing 
rule,  and  shall  in  snch  case  be  entitled  to  an  annuity 
diminished  in  proportion  to  the  sum  by  which  the 
accumulated  value  of  his  contribution  is  less  than  one* 
half  of  the  actual  value  of  an  annuity  on  his  life.'' 


ThesC;  therefore,  do  little  more  than  specify  the 
amount,  if  any,  which  the  civil  servant  will  have  to  pay 
should  he  accept  the  annuity  when  his  turn  comes. 

Then  comes  the  30th,  which  is  in  these  words:— 
**  (30)  To  determine  the  accumulated  value  of  the 
contributions  of  any  subscriber,  the  accountant  sbtU 
keep  separate  accounts  for  each  member,  and  these 
accounts  shall  be  annually  made  up  with  the  rate  of 
interest  allowed  by  the  company." 

This,  therefore,  specifies  how  the  sums  already  con- 
tributed by  the  retiring  civil  servant  is  to  be  ascertained. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  if  the  matter  rested  on  these 
regulations  alone  that  the  utmost  that  could  be  urged 
on  the  subject  would  be,  to  say  that  it  was  a  oasui 
omissus;  but  if  so,  it  would  be  unfavourable  to  the 
Plaintiff,  because  to  decide  in  his  favor  would  be  to 
import  into  the  institution,  to  meet  an  unforeseen  event, 
a  regulation  not  only  not  specified,  but  not  even  in- 
cluded by  any  inference  that  could  fairly  be  drawn 
either  firom  the  general  scope  of  the  scheme  itself^  or 
from  any  of  the  particular  and  individual  clauses  prcH 
vided  for  its  regulation.  It  would  be  impossible  for 
this  Court,  in  expounding  the  meaning  of  a  contract,  to 
adopt  any  such  course.  But  on  these  clauses,  the  ob- 
jection to  the  Plaintiff's  case  does  not  rest  here;  tot 
what  is  more  important  is,  that  to  decide  in  his  favor, 
would  not  be  merely  to  import  a  new  regulation  into 
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the  institotioDy  but  one  which  would  be  inconsistent 
with  some  of  those  which  are  already  established.  The 
first  regulation  which  I  have  read  provides,  that  a  sub- 
scriber shall  contribute  four  per  cent,  from  his  income 
without  any  Umit  of  time ;  i.  e.  that  he  is  to  remain  a 
subscriber  as  long  as  he  continues  in  the  service  of  the 
company.  The  10th  provides,  that  after  subscribing 
for  twenty-five  years,  and  residing  in  India  twenty-two 
years,  a  subscriber  may  cease  to  be  a  subscriber,  and 
retire  from  the  service  without  forfeiting  his  right  to  an 
annuity  in  his  turn,  and  without  making  any  further 
payment  than  that  specified  in  clause  1 1 ;  that  is,  with- 
out doing  more  than  paying  the  balance,  if  any,  which 
may  be  necessary  to  make  up  the  one-half  value  of  the 
annuity.  In  other  words,  if  the  subscriber  at  that  time 
has  paid  his  one-half  value  of  the  annuity,  he  will  have 
nothing  more  to  pay ;  but  if  he  have  overpaid  the  one- 
half  value,  what  more  is  to  be  done,  according  to  the 
regulations?  Nothing;  for  it  is  not  stated  that  the 
excess  is  to  be  refunded  to  him.  It  might,  no  doubt, 
be  extremely  difficult  to  introduce  a  series  of  regula- 
tions, which  should  exactly  specify  when  the  subscrip- 
tion should  cease,  so  as  to  fit  exactly  the  time  when  the 
amount  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  subscriber  would 
precisely  equal  the  one-half  value  of  the  annuity  at  the 
age  when  he  chose  and  was  able  to  retire ;  but  if  it  had 
been  the  intention  of  the  company  and  directors  to  efiect 
such  an  object,  nothing  would  have  been  more  easy  than 
to  have  approximated  very  closely  to  this  end.  They 
might  have  provided  that  the  subscription  to  the  fund 
should,  at  all  events,  cease  at  that  time  whenever  it  oc- 
curredywben,  having  regard  to  the  age  of  the  subscriber 
and  the  accumulated  amount  of  his  subscriptions,  an 
amount  was  standing  to  bis  credit  of  not  less  than  one-half 
of  the  value  of  the  annuity  he  would  be  entitled  to  receive, 
if  one  could  then  he  tendered  to  him  for  acceptance :  and 
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the  regulations,  by  way  of  further  approxiniatioo  to  thb 
idea  of  perfect  equality,  under  all  circamstanoeSy  if  soch 
had  been  the  object,  might  have  further  prorided,  that 
when  the  annuity  was  afterwards  tendered  to  and  ac- 
cepted by  this  civil  servant,  any  accumulation  oTer  the 
one-half  value  of  the  annuity,  which  wonld  necessarily 
have  diminished  in  consequence  of  his  increased  age  since 
the  period  when  his  subscription  was  stopped,  should 
be  refunded  to  him.  But  the  contrary  of  all  this  seems 
to  roe  to  be  contemplated ;  and  looking  at  these  regula- 
tions alone,  it  would  seem  to  be  provided,  that  the  sub- 
scriptions are  always  to  be  paid  by  every  person  as 
long  as  he  continues  a  civil  servant,  and  that  he  is  not 
to  retire  from  the  service  without  forfeiting  all  right  to 
any  annuity,  unless  he  have  subscribed  to  the  fund  for 
twenty-five  years,  and  have  passed  twenty-two  of  these 
years  in  India, 


This  is  how  the  matter  stands  when  rested  solely  on 
the  regulations  themselves.  Upon  them  exclusively  the 
Plaintiff  would,  in  my  opinion,  have  nothing  on  which 
to  found  an  argument  in  favor  of  his  contention. 


I  then  turn  to  the  dispatch  itself,  and  to  the 
clauses  which  precede  and  accompany  the  regulations, 
of  whose  bearing  upon  the  regulations  themselves  I 
have  already  stated  my  opinion.  After  bestowing  a 
careful  attention  to  the  argument  addressed  to  me,  and 
which  were  founded  on  the  clauses  I  am  about  to  refer 
to,  I  am  unable  to  discover  any  thing  to  control  or  alter 
the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  Plaintiff's  case,  as 
derived  from  the  regulations  themselves,  but  on  the  con- 
trary, when  taken  as  a  whole,  I  find  somewhat  to 
confirm  it.  The  clauses  principally  relied  on  by  the 
Plaintiff  are  the  following :  the  52nd,  53rd,  55th,  56th 
and  57th.     I  read  the  52nd  and  57th,  which  are  the 
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TDOst  important  and  most  favorable  to  the  view  of  the 
Plaintiff.     The  52nd  is  in  these  words : — 

*'  The  third  point  requiring  attention  is,  the  proportion 
of  value  of  the  annuity  which  should  be  paid  by  the 
annuitants,  or  in  other  words,  what  shall  be  the  sum 
paid  by  a  servant,  including  his  accumulated  subscrip- 
tions, to  entitle  him  to  an  annuity,  if  otherwise  eligible; 
upon  which  point  we  must  observe,  that  we  consider  it 
of  essential  importance  that,  so  far  as  may  be  prac- 
ticable, the  advantages  afforded  by  the  fund  should  be 
available  by  those  eligible  to  receive  them  upon  terms 
of  strict  equality." 

The  67th  may  be  termed  a  species  of  summary  or 
winding  up  of  the  former  ones.     It  is  in  these  words : — 

**  But  although,  in  the  mode  here  proposed,  all  ser- 
vants, upon  becoming  annuitants,  will  pay  half  the 
value  of  their  respective  annuities  and  no  more,  and  will 
be,  so  far,  placed  upon  an  equal  footing,  yet  it  has  not 
escaped  our  observation,  that  there  will  be  a  material 
difference  in  the  value  of  the  risks  incurred  by  the 
several  subscribers  .of  losing  by  death,  or  early  retire- 
ment, the  amount  of  their  contributions.  The  extent  of 
the  risk  depends  upon  the  sum  contributed  in  each 
year,  and  upon  the  number  of  years  for  which  the  con- 
tribution has  been  paid,"  &c.  &c. 

The  6rst  of  these  regulations,  therefore,  it  is  con- 
tended, contemplates,  as  a  foundation  for  the  scheme, 
in  the  first  place,  strict  equality,  which  would  not,  it  is 
argued,  be  attained,  if  one  civil  servant  contributed  a 
much  larger  sum  than  another,  and  after  having  so 
done  received  only  the  same  amount  of  annuity.  To 
enforce  and  maintain  this  equality,  it  is  argued  by  the 
Plaintiff,  that  it  is  essential  to  repay  to  the  civil  servant 
the  excess  which  he  has  paid  over  and  above  the  half 
value  of  his  annuity.    The  other  clause,  the  67th,  is,  it  is 
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contended,  still  more  precise  in  the  same  direction ;  ibr 
it  expressly  lays  down  that  the  principle  of  the  acheme 
is,  that  '*  all  servants,  upon  becoming  annuitants,  will 
pay  half  the  value  of  their  respective  annuities  and  no 
mare,  and  will,  so  far,  be  placed  upon  an  equal  footing." 
For  the  Plaintiff  it  is  argued  (and  apparently,  at  first 
sight,  with  great  force),  that  it  would  be  a  direct  viola' 
tion  of  this  rule  to  say,  that  when  a  civil  servant  has 
contributed  out  of  his  oflBcial  income  more  than  half 
the  value  of  his  annuity,  that  excess  is  to  be  retained^ 
and  he  is  not  to  have  any  increase  made  to  bis  annuity* 
It  is  impossible  to  say  that  there  is  not  great  weight  in 
these  arguments,  when   these   clauses   are   looked  at 
alone  without  the  rest  of  the  document  with  which  they 
are  united;  but  taken  in  conjunction  witb  the  rest  of 
the  clauses  which  constitute  the  institution,  it  is,  in  my 
opinion,  impossible  to  give  to  them  the  effect  contended 
for  by  the  Plaintiff. 


In  the  first  place,  when  we  come  to  the  clauses 
which  specify  the  means  by  which  the  annuity  fund  is 
to  be  formed  (from  sixty  to  sixty-six,  both  inclusive),  it 
is  stated,  that  the  fund  is  to  arise  from  three  sources, 
and  three  only,  viz. : — Ist,  by  subscriptions  from  civil 
servants  proportioned  to  their  official  income ;  2ndly,  by 
contributions  from  the  company;  and  «3rdly,  by  fines 
from  persons  being  annuitants.  In  the  former  case,  it  is 
expressly  laid  down^that  it  is  to  be  an  inseparable  condi^ 
tion,  attached  to  all  persons  thereafter  appointed  writers, 
that  Ibey  are  to  contribute  four  per  cent,  upon  their  sa^ 
lanes  and  allowed  emoluments.  There  is  no  exception 
stated,  no  reduction  aUowed,  no  period  specified  when 
this  subscription  is  to  cease ;  bat  as  long  as  any  peraoa 
is  a  civil  servant,  so  long  must  be  be  a  subscriber,  and 
that  be  shall  be  a  subscriber  is  to  form  a  part  of  tbe 
covenant  which  be  ie  to  enter  info  with  the  JEast  India 
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Company.  I  have  already  Doticed,  how  easy  and  ob- 
Tions  it  would  have  been  to  stop  the  subscription  at 
the  time  when  the  amount  standing  to  his  credit  equalled 
the  half  value  of  the  annuity  at  the  age  which  the  sub- 
scriber had  then  reached.  If  such  had  been  their 
intention,  why  did  this  clause  omit  to  state  the  period 
when  the  subscription  should  stop^  or  be  silent  as  to 
any  refund  ?  But  what  is  still  stronger,  when  we  look 
at  the  words  of  this  clause,  according  to  their  rigid  and 
strict  construction,  they  do  not  import  that  no  civil 
servant  is  never  to  subscribe  more  than  half  the  value 
of  the  annuity ;  but  they  import  that  he  shall  never  pay 
any  more  than  half  the  value  of  the  annuity.  In  other 
words,  it  simply  enacts,  that  the  payment,  if  any,  which 
be  shall  have  to  make,  and  which  constitutes  the  third 
source  by  which  the  fund  is  to  be  supplied,  shall  not 
exceed  what,  together  with  his  contributions  to  the  first 
source  from  which  the  fund  springs,  viz.,  his  subscrip- 
tion accumulated  at  six  per  cent,  shall  amount  to  the 
half  value  of  the  annuity  of  I,OOOZ.  at  his  period  of  life. 
It  might  appear,  at  first  sight,  that  this  was  a  trifling 
and  technical  distinction  to  draw  between  the  word 
"subscribe**  and  the  word  " pay ;"  but  a  more  careful 
examination  will  shew,  I  think,  that  it  is  the  true  effect 
and  meaning  of  all  these  clauses.  There  are  three 
sources  of  income  by  which  the  fund  is  to  be  created. 
Two  of  these  spring  from  the  civil  servants,  viz.,  sub- 
scriptions and  fines,  which  latter  word  is  used  for  the 
payment  of  the  half  value  of  the  annuity.  The  clauses 
from  62  to  67,  inclusive,  relate  to  the  latter  of  these 
two  sources  of  income.  The  word  "  equality,"  in  the 
62nd  paragraph,  has  reference,  therefore,  exclusively  to 
the  equality  of  price  to  be  paid  for  the  annuity ;  so  also 
the  words  "  no  inore,"  in  paragraph  67,  have  reference 
to  the  same  point,  viz.,  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  the 
annuity ;  so  also  the  words  **  no  more,"  in  paragraph  67, 
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have  reference  to  the  same  point,  viz.,  the  amount  to  be 
paid  for  the  annuity.  This  point  is  also  made  clearer,  by 
considering  in  what  manner  and  to  what  extent  the  rules 
provide  for  the  remaining  course  of  income  by  which 
the  fund  is  to  be  provided.  This  (which  in  these  regula- 
tions is  treated  as  the  second  source)  is  the  contributions 
by  the  company.  Now,  by  these  regulations,  it  is  ex- 
pressly provided,  that  the  company  shall  contribute 
such  a  sum,  whatever  it  may  be,  in  addition  to  the 
contributions  of  subscribers,  as  will  be  sufficient  to 
enable  the  fund  to  grant  the  annuities  in  question. 

"  (61)  With  a  view  essentially  to  promote  the  wel- 
fare of  this  important  class  of  the  company's  servants, 
to  whom  is  entrusted  the  discharge  of  very  arduous  and 
responsible  duties,  and  from  a  conviction  that  pecuniary 
advantage  of  equal  extent  could  not  so  beneficially  be 
communicated  in  any  other  mode,  we  have  resolved, 
that,  provided  an  annuity  fund  be  formed  in  Bengal, 
upon  the  principles  explained  in  this  dispatch,  and 
under  such  a  modification  as  we  shall  prescribe  of  the 
regulations  framed  by  a  committee  of  the  civil  servants 
on  the  28th  January,  1822,  the  company  shall  contribute 
whatever  sum  may  he  required  in  addition  to  the  contri- 
butions of  subscribers,  to  enable  the  fund  to  grant  such 
number  of  annuities  as  may  be  accepted  under  the  pre- 
scribed regulations,  not  exceeding  nine  per  annum." 

Now  the  contributions  of  the  civil  servants  consist  of 
two  distinct  matters,  viz.,  subscriptions  and  fines.  If 
the  contention  of  the  Plaintiff  prevailed,  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  company  not  only  to  contribute  what 
might  be  required  for  the  purpose  here  specified,  bot 
also  what,  in  addition,  might  be  required  for  the  pur- 
pose of  refunding  the  subscribers  the  excess  of  the  sum 
standing  to  their  credit  above  the  half  value  of  their 
annuity.     To  effect,  therefore,  the  objects  of  Plaintiff, 
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this  clause  (61)  must  be  modified,  and  its  present  im- 
port wholly  varied.  The  expressed  constitution,  there- 
fore, of  the  scheme,  as  propounded  in  this  letter, 
negatives  the  argument  founded  on  the  clauses  relied 
upon  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  shew  that  these  clauses  must 
be  intended  to  refer,  and  to  be  confined,  to  the  case  of 
the  third  source  of  income,  viz.,  the  case  where  the  civil 
servant  accepting  the  annuity  has  not  standing  to  iiis 
credit,  as  a  subscriber,  as  much  as  the  half  value  of  the 
annuity  he  seeks  to  obtain.  The  fact  is,  that  not  only 
is  perfect  equality,  in  all  cases,  not  contemplated  by 
the  scheme,  but  the  directors  point  out  and  the  scheme 
itself  shews,  that  equality  is  unattainable.  It  is  pre- 
vented by  the  death,  dismissal  or  resignation  of  a  sub- 
scriber before  obtaining  his  annuity  :  it  is  prevented 
by  the  circumstance,  that  prior  claims  may  exhaust  the 
ftind,  all  which  is  confirmatory  of  the  observation,  that 
perfect  equality  was  considered  unattainable,  and  that 
the  equality  spoken  of  in  the  clauses  in  question  refers 
exclusively  to  the  payment  to  be  made,  in  respect  of 
which  the  third  source  of  income  was  derived. 
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This  view  of  the  case  is  confirmed  by  another  circum- 
stance, drawn  from  the  whole  of  the  papers  taken  to- 
gether :  if  we  refer  to  the  basis  on  which  the  scheme 
b  founded,  we  find  that  the  contention  of  the  Plaintiffs 
would  firustrate  or  impede  one  of  the  principal  objects 
it  was  intended  to  attain.  That  object  is  thus  stated 
by  the  directors  in  the  opening  of  their  observations  on 
the  proposal  from  Calcutta  in  clause  33,  to  produce 
**  a  quicker  movement  in  the  civil  service."  So,  in  the 
43rd  paragraph  their  object  is  stated  in  these  terms : — 
''Those  advantages  should  certainly  be  considered, 
because  in  order  that  the  funds  may  be  beneficial  to  the 
service,  it  is  important  that  all  the  annuities  from  it,  as 
they  accrue,  should  be  accepted  by  old  servants,  so  that 
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the  fund  mav  not  be  iiistmoiental  to  the  retirement  of 
yoQD  >  and  acthre  sefiants,  and  it  cannot  be  expected 
that  old  serrants  in  the  profession,  as  they  geoeraUy  ue 
of  locratiTe  ofiBces,  would  be  tempted  to  retire  if  the 
anniiitv  did  not  afford  a  material  addition  to  such  in- 

m 

come  as  the  party  may  possess."  Again,  in  paragraph 
46,  it  is  thus  stated  :— '^  As  the  efficiency  and  utility  of 
an  annuity  fund  must  materially  depend  upon  the  in- 
ducement afforded  by  it  to  old  serrants  to  retire,  and 
as  it  cannot  be  expected  that  civil  servants  will  retire  to 
England  without  adequate  provision,  we  have  come  to 
the  determination  that  the  annuities  should  not  fall 
short  of  10,000  rupees  each,  payable  in  Emglaud  at  the 
rate  of  two  shillings  the  rupee,  being  l^OOOiL  sterling." 


The  same  view  seems  to  pervade  the  whole  of  the 
documents  on  this  subject.  But  if  a  refund  of  the 
excess  of  the  sum  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  civil 
servants  on  his  subscription  account  above  the  half 
value  of  the  annuity  at  the  date  of  his  retirement  were 
allowed,  it  is  manifest  that  it  might,  and  in  many  cases 
must,  have  an  effect  subversive  of  this  very  object 
Now,  as  QL  per  cent,  was  to  be  allowed  by  the  com- 
pany on  the  fund  set  apart  for  the  payment  of  the 
annuities,  and  which  fund  consisted  in  part  of  the  sub- 
scriptions of  the  civil  servants,  the  effect  is,  that  their 
subscription  accumulates  at  compound  interest  at  62.  per 
cent,  per  annum.  If  a  civil  servant  received  the  offer 
of  a  retiring  annuity,  at  the  period  when  the  sum  stand- 
ing to  his  account  equalled  the  full  amount  of  the  half 
value  of  his  annuity,  or  nearly  so,  he  might  well  Bad 
it  for  his  advantage  to  decline  accepting  the  offer,  as  in 
every  year  the  half  value  of  his  annuity  would  diminish, 
and,  in  the  meantime,  the  saving  from  his  subscriptions 
would  be  accumulating  at  compound  interest  at  6/.  per 
cent.,  all  of  which  would  come  back  to  him,  wheui  at 
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some  future  time,  he  accepted  the  annuity.  This  would 
be  the  result  if  the  Plaintiff's  views  of  these  regulations 
were  the  correct  one.  It  is  true  that  the  Plaintiff  does 
not,  as  1  understand  by  his  counsel  at  the  bar,  claim 
the  accumulations  on  his  subscriptions  at  compound  in- 
terest at  6/.  per  cent.,  although  he  does  so  by  his  bill, 
and  that  he  now  only  claims  a  refund  of  the  actual 
excess  paid  by  him  since  the  time  when  his  subscription 
fund  amounted  to  the  half  value  of  the  annuity ;  but  it 
is  manifest  this  distinction  is  not  maintainable  by  any 
construction  to  be  placed  on  any  of  the  clauses  of  the 
scheme  itself,  and  that  if  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any 
refund  at  all,  he  is  entitled  to  a  refund  of  the  whole 
excess  of  his  subscription  fund  as  it  stands  to  his  credit 
in  the  books  kept  by  the  trustees  and  managers  of  the 
institution. 
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Then  again,  the  whole  of  the  clauses  which  relate  to 
the  principal  part  of  the  scheme,  and  which  contain  the 
calculations  upon  which  it  is  founded,  negative  the  view 
put  forward  by  the  Plaintiff,  both  in  its  express  words 
and  in  the  general  scope  and  spirit  of  them.  Thus  it 
is,  that  in  the  calculations  mentioned  in  the  62nd  clause, 
and  worked  out  in  the  71st  clause,  the  interest  is  calcu* 
lated  on  the  balance  of  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees ;  but  if,  in  any  case,  there  was  to  be  a  repay- 
ment of  subscriptions,  what  is  calculated  as  the  balance 
would  not  have  been  the  real  balance  of  the  fund,  as  a 
part  would  have  to  be  refunded  to  the  civil  servants, 
and  accordingly  in  that  event,  all  the  calculations  upon 
which  the  scheme  is  established  would  have  been  erro- 
neous, and  a  wholly  distinct  set  of  figures  and  calcula- 
tions would  have  been  necessary.  The  prospective 
calculations  of  the  scheme  carried  on  for  twenty-four 
years  anticipates  that  the  whole  fund  would  be  ex- 
hausted  by  the   annuities  accepted  ;    so  that,   if  the 
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working  of  the  scheme  had  been  precisely  what  was 
anticipated  by  the  directors,  and  which  waa  the  potat 
to  which  they  endeavoured  to  approximate,  there  woold 
not  hare  been  a  penny  aTailable  to  provide  for  any 
refund  to  any  person  whatsoever,  and  any  refund,  in 
any  case,  would  have  created  a  failure  of  funds  to  meet 
the  payment  of  the  annuities.  I  have  already  observed 
that  on  the  hypothesis  on  which  the  Plaintiff's  case  is 
founded,  viz.,  of  perfect  equality  to  all  persons  con- 
nected with  the  institution,  although  it  would  have  been 
very  difficult  to  arrive  at  that  result  precisely,  in  all 
cases,  yet  that  a  considerable  approximation  to  it  might 
have  been  made  very  easily,  and  arrived  at  by  one  or 
two  very  simple  additional  regulations,  if  such  equality 
had  been  the  object :  but  on  the  assumption  that  this 
perfect  equality  to  all  subscribers  was  intended,  and 
that  the  subscriber  is  entitled  to  the  refund  now  con- 
tended for,  nothing  can  be  conceived  more  clumsy  than 
the  whole  scheme,  as  it  would  then  stand.  If  the  civil 
servant  is  to  be  entitled  to  a  refund,  why  not  stop  the 
subscription  when  his  account  equals  the  half  value  of 
his  annuity,  and  also,  why  not  compel  him  to  accept 
the  annuity  as  soon  as  one  can  be  offered  to  him? 
What  possible  explanation  can  be  suggested  for  the 
JEast  India  Company  taking  the  trouble  to  accumulate 
one  twenty-fifth  part  of  a  civil  servant's  income  and 
emoluments,  at  compound  interest  at  six  per  cent,  to 
be  repaid  to  him  when  he  thought  fit  to  retire  and 
accept  his  annuity  of  1,0002.  per  annum?  Then  again, 
what  possible  explanation  can  be  suggested  for  depriving 
of  the  whole  excess  of  his  subscriptions  the  estate  of 
the  civil  servant  who  has  notified  his  intention  to  retire 
and  accept  the  annuity,  but  who  dies  the  day  before  he 
retires,  yet  paying  that  excess  to  the  executors  of  the 
civil  servant  exactly  similarly  situated,  but  who  happens 
to  live  two  days  longer  ?     Why  also  is  the  civil  servant, 
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who  has  retired  when  he  was  entitled  to  do  so  under 
the  10th  regulation,  but  without  receiving  an  annuity, 
because  the  option  of  one  had  not  then  devolved  upon 
him,  to  be  entitled  to  receive  back  the  excess  of  his 
subscriptions  if  he  live  long  enough  to  obtain  his 
annuity,  but  not  if  he  die  before  the  option  of  an 
annuity  should  devolve  upon  him  ? 
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It  IB  needless  to  go  on  accumulating  instances  of  the 
incongruity  and  want  of  harmony  existing  in  alt  parts 
of  the  plan,  on  the  hypothesis  of  the  Plaintiff's  con^ 
struction*  They  spring  up  at  every  turn,  but  on  the 
other  hand,  the  plan,  though  not  productive  of  equality 
in  all  cases,  is  perfectly  consistent  and  harmonious,  if 
the  basis  of  it  is  supposed  to  be  this ;  namely,  that  all 
persons  must  be  subscribers  to  it,  as  long  as  they  fill 
the  character  of  civil  servants.  That  if  they  die,  or  are 
dismissed,  or  retire  from  the  service,  not  having  resided 
in  India  twenty-two  years,  and  not  having  been  a 
member  of  the  institution  twenty-five  years,  they  lose 
all  their  contributions  and  subscriptions,  whatever  may 
be  the  amount  of  them.  That  if  they  live  to  attain  the 
annuity,  they  get  it  for  nothing,  provided  their  sub- 
scriptions, accumulated  at  compound  interest  at  61.  per 
eent,  equal  or  exceed  half  the  value  of  their  annuity, 
and  that  if  not,  they  have  to  pay  the  difference 
between  their  accumulated  subscription  and  the  half 
value  of  their  annuity.  That  these  subscriptions  and 
this  payment  of  the  half  value  of  the  annuity,  when 
it  takes  place,  are  to  make  up  the  sources  of  income  of 
the  fund ;  and  that  the  JSast  India  Company  provides 
what  may  be  required  to  make  up  the  annuities.  This 
is  plain  and  simple,  and  appears  to  me  to  be  the  scope 
cf  the  whole  scheme,  and  the  regulations  are,  in  my 
opinion,  well  drawn  to  express  these  intentions. 
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The  arguments,  however,  which  appear  to  me  to  flow 
from  the  paragraphs  I  have  referred  to  and  from  the 
general  scope  and  purpose  of  the  scheme,  are  attempted 
to  be  refuted  by  the  Plaintifi"  in  the  following  manner:— 
It  is  argued  on  his  behalf,  that  this  is  a  case  of  contract 
betw  en  the  East  India  Company  and  each  civil  ser- 
vant, and  that  it  must  be  construed,  therefore,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  that  the  public  letter 
to  Bengal  of  December ^  1824,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this 
subject,  consists  of  two  branches;  first,  the  clauses 
which  constitute  the  contract,  and  then  the  clauses 
which  describe  how  that  contract  is  to  be  carried  into 
effect.  This  distinction,  it  is  urged,  is  clear,  and  recog- 
nized in  all  cases,  as  for  instance,  when  a  vendor  agrees 
to  sell  a  messuage  to  a  purchaser  for  a  given  sum ;  this 
constitutes  the  contract,  but  the  necessity  of  making 
out  and  of  accepting  a  good  title,  and  of  preparing  and 
of  executing  the  conveyance,  are  the  means  by  which 
that  contract  is  carried  into  effect,  and  which  need  not 
be  expressed  in  the  contract,  but  are  necessarily  inci- 
dental to  it,  and  that  still  less  can  such  clauses,  if  ex- 
pressed, control  the  effect  of  the  contract,  but  that  they 
are  to  be  treated  on  the  well  known  rule,  expresno  earum 
qua  tacite  insunt  nihil  operatur.  This  argument  is  ap- 
plied to  the  document  before  me  thus : — it  is  urged  that 
the  clauses  in  this  letter  from  44  to  59,  both  inclusive, 
specify  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  that  the  clauses 
from  60  to  72,  both  inclusive,  are  merely  the  machinery 
by  which  the  contract  so  expressed  is  to  be  carried  into 
effect,  and  that,  therefore,  no  inference  can  fairly  be 
drawn  from  them  to  prejudice  or  injure  the  conclusious 
which  fairly  result  from  the  words  used  in  the  first 
clauses.  But,  in  truth,  this  distinction,  though  accurate 
in  many  cases,  has  not,  in  my  opinion,  any  application 
to  this  case. 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  the  contract  is  not  contained  in 
any  of  the  earlier  clauses,  taken  separately  or  conjointly, 
but  that  it  is  a  contract  made  up  of  all  the  clauses  of  the 
letter,  and  that  it  can  only  be  ascertained  by  taking 
them  altogether.  It  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  a  contract  to 
provide  annuities  fbr  life  to  retiring  civil  servants,  at  a 
particular  price,  but  it  is  contract  to  provide  such  an- 
nuities, in  a  particular  manner  and  subject  to  certain 
specified  conditions,  all  which  conditions  are  essentially 
a  part  of  the  contract.  In  my  opinion  also,  it  is  not  a 
separate  contract  between  the  JEast  India  Company, 
and  each  one  of  its  Bengal  civil  servants,  but  it  is 
a  contract  between  the  East  India  Company  and  the 
whole  body  of  their  civil  servants  in  Bengal^  for  the 
general  benefit  and  advantage  of  that  aggregate  body, 
taken  collectively.  The  contract  consists  in  mutual 
engagements  to  perform  certain  acts  by  the  body  of  the 
civil  servants  of  Bengal  on  one  side,  and  on  the  other 
side  by  the  East  India  Company.  The  acts  to  be 
done  by  each  party  are  specified  in  and  are  to  be  col  • 
lected  from  all  the  clauses  of  this  public  letter,  taken 
together,  with  the  regulations  which  are  appended  to  it. 
The  pecuniary  part  of  it  is  not  the  only  part  of  the  con- 
tract, but  so  far  as  that  part  is  concerned,  it  seems  to 
me  to  be  distinctly  to  this  effect ;  namely,  that  in  consi- 
deration of  the  civil  servants  subscribing  4/.  per  cent 
per  annum,  out  of  their  pay  and  emoluments,  as  long  as 
they  are  in  the  service,  and  in  consideration  of  their 
paying  what,  if  anything,  may  be  required  to  make  up 
the  half  value  of  their  respective  annuities,  to  be  cal- 
culated according  to  the  tables  specified,  the  East  India 
Company  will  grant  and  pay  nine  annuities  annually  of 
1,000/.  each,  for  the  respective  lives  of  nine  retiring  civil 
servants,  and  this  Court  can  no  more  diminish  the 
amount  to  be  paid  by  the  civil  servants,  than  it  can 
lessen  the  annuity  to  be  granted  by  the  company  itself. 

This 
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This  is,  in  my  opinion,  how  the  question  stands  upon 
the  construction  of  the  first  class  of  docimienls,  takea 
alone.  Other  considerations,  however,  have  to  be 
noticed.  When  the  terms  of  a  contract  are  plain,  usage 
can  little  affect  the  construction  to  be  placed  upoa  it 
When  it  is  ambiguous,  undoubtedly  the  usage  for  a 
long  time  may  influence  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  by 
shewing  how  it  was  understood  by  the  original  parties 
to  it 


If  usage  is  to  have  any  effect  in  this  case,  it  is  wholly 
against  the  Plaintiff.  From  the  time  of  the  establish- 
ment of  this  scheme,  until  the  year  1835,  that  is  for 
ten  years,  no  refund,  such  as  that  sought  by  the  Pkin^ 
tiff,  was  ever  made  to  anyone,  nor  indeed  does  it  ever 
appear  to  have  been  claimed. 


Still,  however,  the  plan  was  not  snccessfol  in  ac* 
complishing  the  object  which  was  the  great  moviiig 
cause  which  influenced  the  JEast  India  Company  to 
adopt  it.  The  plan  was  based  on  the  belief  that  at 
least  nine  persons  would  be  found,  in  each  year,  who 
would  be  desirous  to  accept  the  proposed  annuity,  on 
the  terms  so  offered,  and  that^  accordingly,  nine 
annual  vacancies  in  the  civil  service  would,  by  this 
means,  be  produced.  This  expectation  turned  out  to 
be  delusive.  Even  in  the  absence  of  any  refund,  tht 
advantages  offered  were  not  suflBcient  to  induce  a 
sufficient  number  of  civil  servants  to  retire.  Accord- 
ingly, it  so  happened,  that  for  several  years  after  the 
establishment  of  the  annuity  fund  in  1825,  nine  annui- 
ties in  each  year  were  not  accepted  by  the  subscribers^ 
The  consequence  of  which  was,  that  the  annuity  (htid 
increased  to  a  considerably  larger  extent  than  had 
been  anticipated,  and  the  quicker  movement  m  the  civil 
service,  intended  to  be  effected  by  the  scheme^  did  not 
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take  place.      A  memorial  was,  in   consequence,  ad* 
dressed  by  the  civil  servants  to  the  directors,  praying 
for  some   modification  of  the   scheme*      To   this  the 
£!a»t  India  Company  returned  an  answer  of  27th  May^ 
1836,  in  consequence  of  which,  additional  regulations 
were  proposed  for  the  management  of  the  fund  by  the 
civil  servants  in  Bengal  in  1836,  and   were   sent  for 
approval  to  the  East  India  Company,    They  were  ap- 
proved by  the  directors,  in  a  letter  bearing  date  the 
3rd  May^  1837.    The  effect  and  general  scope  of  these 
proposals  was,  that  in  future,  at  the  close  of  every 
year,  two-thirds  of  the  unaccepted  annuities  were  to  be 
offered  to  subscribers,  in  order  of  seniority,  on  payment 
of  one-fourth,  instead  of  one-half  of  the  value  of  the 
annuity,  and   that  in  the  event  of  the  accumulated 
subscriptions,  with  interest,  exceeding  that  one-fourth, 
the  balance  was   to   be   returned  to  the  subscriber. 
This  arrangement  was  intended  to  be  experimental,  and 
it  was  proposed,  that  it  should  last  for  three  years,  in 
order  that  its  effect  might  be  tried.     By  this  plan,  it  is 
to  be  observed,  that  the  regulations  expressly  contemplate 
and  enact,  although  only  as  a  temporary  and  experi- 
mental measure,  a  refunding  to  the  retiring  civil  servant 
of  his  subscriptions,  if  they  exceed  the  price  at  which  the 
aimiiity  is  to  be  purchased,  which  is  fixed  at  one-fourth 
•of  its  real  value.     It  is  not  necessary  to  go  very  roi- 
nately  into  this  scheme,  which  was  adopted  only  as  a 
temporary  expedient,  and  was  soon  after  abandoned ; 
but  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  is  not  suggested  that 
any  alteration  should  be  made  in  the  original  scheme,  by 
which  the  annuities  are  first  offered  to  the  subscribers 
at  half  value,  and  that  this  principle  of  refunding  is  ap- 
plicable only  to  that  portion  of  the  fund  which  is  un- 
applied, by  reason  of  the  whole  of  the  nine  annuities 
not  having  been  accepted.     Practically,  however,  with 
ibis  alternative  to  fall   back  upon,  it  was  pretty  evi- 
dent. 
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dent,  that  no  one  would  accept  the  annaity  on  payment 
of  half  value^  and,  accordingly^  under  the  altered  scheme^ 
six  annuities  instead  of  nine  were  granted  id  each 
year,  upon  payment  of  one-quarter  instead  of  one-half 
of  the  value  of  the  annuity,  and^  in  the  payment  of  that 
quarter,  the  amount  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  sub- 
scriber was  to  be  taken  into  account,  and  the  balance, 
if  any,  in  his  favor,  was  to  be  repaid  to  him.  This  plan 
lasted  some  years,  and  under  it,  many  persons,  to  the 
number  of  twenty-eight,  received,  from  1835  to  1842, 
annuities  on  these  terms.  This  plan,  however,  was 
soon  objected  to  by  some  of  the  civil  servants  who  were 
low  down  in  the  list,  unless  it  were  made  a  perpetual 
arrangement,  in  which  case,  the  permanent  contributions 
to  be  made  by  the  JEast  India  Company  must  have 
been  very  materially  increased.  The  result  of  this  was, 
that  the  new  plan  was  abandoned,  and  the  whole 
matter  was  discussed  over  again  from  1838  to  1842, 
with  a  view  to  the  permanent  establishment  of  the 
institution. 


This  discussion  gave  rise  to  that  which  has  been 
termed  the  third  class  of  documents.  They  add  little 
light  to  the  subject  now  before  the  Court  By  the  30th 
clause  of  the  original  scheme,  any  changes  might  be  in- 
troduced into  it,  provided  they  were  carried  by  a  ma- 
jority of  three-fourths  of  the  civil  servants  at  Bengal^  and 
were  afterwards  sanctioned  by  the  directors  of  the  East 
India  Company.  On  the  point  before  me  in  this  suit, 
no  alteration  has  been  made,  and  therefore,  unless  the 
construction  contended  for  by  the  Plaintiff  is  to  be 
found  in  the  original  scheme,  it  does  not  now  form  any 
part  of  it.  The  short  account  of  these  last  transactions 
is  as  follows  :— In  January^  1838,  a  memorial  was  sent 
by  the  civil  servants  to  the  directors,  objecting  to  the 
refunding  the  excess  of  subscription  as   long  as  the 
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price  at  which  the  annuity  is  to  be  purchased  was  at 
one-fourth  of  its  value.     On  the  Ist  September^  1841, 
the  Court  of  Directors  sent  a  dispatch  to  Bengal^  in 
whichy  in  the  6rst  place,  they  point  out  that  the  excess 
of  the  real  balance  of  the  fund  over  that  which  had 
been  estimated  as  the  probable  balance  when  the  insti- 
tution was  founded,  had  amounted  to  2,794,663  rupees, 
and  that  the  half  of  that  sum  was  1,397,331  rupees, 
and  the  directors  suggest,  that  this  half  should  be  ap- 
plied in  reducing  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  retiring 
civil  servants,  by  way  of  what  is  called  the  fine,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  his  annuity.     And,  in  the  second 
place,  they  suggest,  with  respect  to  the  refunding  to 
the  retiring  civil  servant,  that  it  would  be  desirable  to 
confine  this  refund  to  the  excess  which  might  be  standing 
to  his  account,  over  and  above  the  half  value  of  the 
annuity.    This  matter  was  discussed  by  the  civil  ser- 
vants in  Bengal^  in  January y  1842,  some  modifications 
were  introduced  into  the  rules,  which  were  sanctioned 
by  the  directors,  but  a  clause,  expressly  enacting  that 
the  excess  of  subscriptions  over  and  above  the  half  value 
of  the  annuity  should  be  returned  to  the  retiring  civil 
servants,  was  proposed  and  rejected  by  the  civil  ser- 
vants at  Bengal,  in  consequence  of  its  not  having  the 
requisite  majority  of  three-fourths  in  favour  of  it.     All 
these  proceedings,  which  I  have  not  thought  it  neces- 
sary to  notice  in  detail,  leave  the  matter  very  much 
where  it  stood  before.    The  arrangement  in  1836  was 
but  temporary,  and   has  been  finally  superseded.     A 
new  regulation  removing  all  doubts  in  the  matter,  by  the 
express  enactment  of  it,  has  not  been  adopted.     It  can- 
not influence  the  decision  of  this  Court  on  this  ques- 
tion, but  in  considering  the  argument  to  be  derived  from 
usage,  it  certainly  is  somewhat  singular,  that  when  this 
regulation  was  proposed  and  discussed,  and  also  during 
the  previous  discussion  as  to  the  modification  to  be  in- 
troduced 
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troduced  into  the  scheme  itself,  it  sboold  nercr  hate 
occurred  to  anyone  to  suggest,  that  the  roles  of  the  in- 
stitution then  in  force  contained  the  very  prorisioB  wUeh 
they  were  seeking  to  introduce  into  it ;  if  in  truth,  with 
any  show  of  reason,  any  such  proTisioQ  could  be  dis- 
covered in  the  existing  reguhitions ;  or  what  is  ■ste 
material,  any  person  could  be  found  who  believed  that 
it  had  been  intended  to  form  a  part  of  the  original 
arrangement. 


This  is  how  the  matter  stands  on  the  eridenee,  for 
what  may  have  occurred  at  Madraz  or  Somhay  cannot 
affect  the  question.      On   the  question  of  authority, 
there  is  little  of  much  moment,  but  what  little  tbere  is, 
is  unfavorable  to  the  Plaintiff.    They  consist  of  the  de- 
cision of  the  Courts  at  Caleuiia  and  at  Mmdras  on  this 
subject.     I  think  it  unnecessary  to  examine  them  at 
any  length,  they  can  have  no  effect  on  this  question, 
except  so  far  as  the  Court  may,  in  the  judgment  then 
pronounced,  discover  argument  which  may  assist  it  on 
the  present  occasion.     At  Calcmiia,  the  decision  was 
adverse  to  the  view  of  the  Plaintiff.    At  Mmdras,  the 
decisions  were  in   accordance  with   his   present  con- 
tention.   There  is,  however,  a  considerable  distinction 
between  the  case  at  Calemiiaj  and  tiiat  which  occurred 
at  Madra$.    The  case  of  Bhni  v.  HalSday,  whieh 
occurred  at  Caicmtiay  was  a  decision  in  pari  nuiieriiy 
and  although  it  will  not  bind  this  Court,  whieh  is  com- 
pelled to  exercise  its  own  independent  judgment  on  the 
subject  before  it,  it  unavoidably  has  a  considerable 
eflect  on  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  when  it  finds, 
that  the  three  learned   and  eminent  judges  who  con- 
stituted the  Court  at  Cakuita  in  1852  have  come  io  a 
conclusion  unfavorable  to  the  claim  of  a  person  similarly 
situated  to  the  Plaintiff.    With  respect  to  the  two  cases 
at  Madrms,  via.  tbe  ease  of  Bams  v.  Tke  TVatfeer  of  the 
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Madras  Civil  Service  Army  Fundy  in  August,  1856, 
and  that  of  Robertson  v.  JSast  India  Company,  in 
September,  1857,  Sir  Christopher  Rawiinson,  in  de« 
ciding  these  cases,  does  not  in  terms  dissent  from  the 
decision  in  Blunt  v.  Halliday,  but  expressly  founds 
his  decision  on  the  fact,  that  a  rule  had  been  made  and 
published  in  1838,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  East 
India  Company,  expressly  authorizing  the  refund 
which  was  claimed,  and  on  the  fact  that  the  practice 
of  refunding  the  excess  of  the  subscriptions,  over  and 
above  the  half  value  of  the  annuity,  had  prevailed 
uniformly  in  that  presidency,  from  1834*  down  to 
1851,  without  having  been  objected  to.  '^  How  then," 
says  Sir  Christopher  Rawiinson,  referring  to  a  rule 
passed  by  the  civil  servants  in  that  presidency  abolish- 
ing the  refund,  and  to  which  a  retro-active  effect  was 
endeavoured  to  be  given,  "  How,  then,  is  the  Plaintiff 
to  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his  payments,  made  on 
the  faith  of  an  express  rule,  and  of  an  unvarying  prac- 
tice of  more  than  twenty  years  in  conformity  with  it, 
by  the  act  of  a  majority,  whose  power  so  to  bind  him 
was  not  attempted  to  be  shewn,  and  certainly  no 
portion  of  the  dispatches,  or  of  the  original  regulations, 
contain  any  provision  for  such  a  proceeding,  one  primd 
facie  contrary  to  all  the  rules  of  equity  and  good 
faith." 


1868. 

BOLD&RO 
IK 

Tub 
East  Ihdia 

CoMPANT. 


It  is  impossible  to  dispute,  that  the  strong  inclination 
of  Sir  C.  Rawlinson's  argument  and  opinion,  on  the 
question  of  construction  of  the  original  documents,  is 
in  favor  of  the  Plaintiff;  but  this  was  by  no  means 
essential  for  his  decision,  nor  is  it,  in  fact,  rested 
upon  them. 


This,  then,  is  how  the  matter  rests  on  authority. 

Taking 
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1858.  Taking  the  whole  together,  theiii  I  find  that,  on  the 

face  of  the  original  document,  the  public  letter  to 
Bengal  of  8th  December^  1824,  and  the  regulations 
I*"'  attached  to  it,  the  construction  which  it  bears  is  unfa- 
CoMFANT.  vorable  to  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  whole  of  the  subse- 
quent usage,  under  this  document,  is  in  accordance 
with  this  construction,  that  no  alteration  in  conformity 
with  the  Plaintiff's  view  has  since  been  made  in  these 
regulations,  and  that  in  the  only  case  in  which  the 
question  has  come  simply  before  the  tribunals  of  the 
Courts  in  the  East  Indies^  a  decision  has  been  pro- 
nounced in  accordance  with  that  construction  and  with 
that  usage  which  negatives  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  case,  therefore,  of  the  Plaintiff  wholly  fails,  and 
the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Note. — See  The  East  India  Company  v.  RobertiOH^  Privy  Council 
(20  June,  1859),  as  to  the  right  to  a  refund  in  the  caae  of  the 
Madras  Civil  Service  Annuity  Fund. 
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GRE  Y  r .  J  EN  K I N  S.  •^^»-  *^®- 

Feb.  12. 
riiHE  question  in  this  special  case  arose  nnder  the  The  effect  and 

following  circumstances: — By  Mr.  Gordons  mar-  ^he'seuled 

riage  settlement,  dated  in  1832,  the  manor  of  Porti-  Estates  Act 
,  V,       ,      ,       /       ,.  ,       X       .  (19  &  20  Fic^ 

shead  and  other  hereditaments  were  conveyed  to  trustees,  c.  120)  ez- 

in  trust  for  the  use  of  Mr.  Gordon  for  life,  and  subject  P^^JU®*** 

'  •*  The  expres- 

theretOy  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  500  years,  to  secure  a  sion  « persons 

Jointure  of  600/.  per  annum  to  his  wife,  with  remainder  t^g  Settled 

to  the  use  of  the  children  of  the  marriage  other  than  Esutes  Act, 

the  eldest,  and  in  default  of  children  to  the  use  of  Mr.  ben^eficiSjT"* 

Gordon  in  fee.    There  was  a  power  to  Mrs.  Gordon  to  entitled,  and 

all  persons 

charge  the  property  with  2,000/.,  to  be  raised  after  her  beneficially 
decease.  *"^»^»«^  "l"*' 

concur.    Trus- 
tees can  only 

The  trustees  of  the  settlement  had  a  general  power  ^"^chiWren"' 

of  sale.  hut  trustees 

with  a  power 
of  sale  may 

There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage.  i®j°  |"  *  ?*'® 

°  which  will 

bind  all  per- 

Mr.  Gordon  made  his  will  in  1852,  by  which  he  de-  ^^rS"^ 
vised  his  Stocks  Estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  subject  trust. 
thereto,  as  she  should  appoint,  amongst  all  or  some  of 
the  persons  named,  with  remainders  over  in  default  of 
appointment.  And  after  directing  the  executors  of  his 
will  to  expend  in  the  enlargement  and  embellishment, 
repair  and  completion  o*f  the  mansion-house  called 
Stocks  House  a  sum  of  money  not  exceeding  in  the 
whole  3,000/.,  and  bequeathing  a  legacy  of  1,000/.  to 
his  wife,  he  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  re- 
sidue of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  sell  his  real  estate  and  to  convert  and  get  in 

TOL.  XXYI.  A  A  his 
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1859.  bis  residuary  personal  estate;  and  after  payment  of  his 
debts  and  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  his  wife,  and  after 
setting  apart  a  sum  of  3,000/.  Tor  the  purposes  therein- 
before expressed,  upon  trust  to  pay  such  legacies  and 
annuities  as  he  might  bequeath  by  any  codicil,  and 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  clear  residue  unto  his  wife  abso- 
lutely. He  declared  that  the  receipts  of  his  trustees 
should  be  good  discharges,  and  appointed  the  same 
trustees  to  be  his  executors. 

Tlie  testator  made  several  codicils  to  his  will,  by 
which  he  bequeathed  many  legacies,  some  of  them  of 
very  large  amounts,  and  several  annuities. 

Mr.  Gordon  died  on  the  4th  day  of  March,  1854. 

Mr.  Wolley,  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement  of 
1832,  agreed  to  sell  to  Jenkins  a  portion  of  the  here- 
ditaments comprised  in  that  settlement.  The  purchaser 
objected,  that  Wolley  had  no  right  to  exercise  the  power 
of  sale.  Upon  which  a  special  case  having  been  framed 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  (a),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
after  argument,  was  of  opinion  that  the  trustee  of  the 
settlement  could  not  exercise  the  power  of  sale  con- 
tained in  it,  and  that  the  power  given  by  the  settlement 
was,  in  fact,  gone.  This  opinion  was  affirmed  by  Lord 
Cranworth, 

A  petition  was  afterwards  presented,  under  the  Settled 
Estates  Act  (19  k  20  VicL  c.  120),  stating  other  con- 
tracts for  the  sale  of  other  parts  of  the  estate  to  Joseph 
Jenkins  and  others.  On  the  9th  of  July,  1858,  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  made  an  order  authorizing  the  sale 
of  the  property  included  in  the  settlement 

WoUey 

(a)  See  Wolley  r.  Jenkinf,  23  Beat.  53. 
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WolUy  had  died  previously  to  the  presentation  of  the        1859. 
petition,  and  the  only  parties  to  it,  or  to  the  order  made 
upon  it,  were  the  widow  of  Mr.  Gordon  (now  Mrs. 
Bright)y  her  second  husband,  the  trustees  and  executors      Jenkins. 
of  Mr.  Gordons  will,  and  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
made  on  Mrs.  Bright' s  second  marriage. 

Several  legacies  given  by  Mr.  Gordons  will  remained 
unpaid,  and  in  many  of  them  infants  were  interested, 
and  several  of  the  annuitants  were  still  alive. 

The  Defendant  Jenkins  still  objected  to  the  title,  but 
lie  had  agreed  with  the  Plaintiffs  (the  trustees  and  exe- 
cutors of  the  will)  to  complete  his  contract  provided  a 
good  title  and  conveyance  could  be  made  under  the 
order  for  sale  of  the  9th  of  July,  1858. 

The  objection  raised  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant, 
Jenkins,  to  the  completion  of  the  contract  was  to  this 
effect: — "  It  will  be  observed  on  a  reference  to  Mr. 
GordovLS  will,  that  he  has  given  the  Stocks  Estate  to 
Mrs.  Bright  for  life,  with  divers  remainders  over,  and 
has  directed  his  executors  to  expend  3,000/.  in  improve- 
ments and  repairs.  This  3,000/.  is,  by  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  will,  made  an  equitable  charge  on  the  tes- 
tator's residuary  real  estate,  and  it  appears  that  all 
persons  who  have  any  interest  in  the  Stocks  Estate 
should,  in  respect  of  this  3,000/.,  have  been  concurring 
parties  in  the  petition,  unless  satisfactory  evidence  can 
be  furnished  that  the  3,000/.  has  been  expended  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  will.  All  the  unpaid  lega- 
tees, and  all  the  annuitants,  should  also  have  concurred." 

The  Plaintiffs  (the  trustees  of  Mr.  Gordon's  will)  sub- 
mitted, that  the  objection  was  not  well  founded  in  any 
respect,  and  that  all  necessary  and  proper  persons  were 

A  A  2  parties 
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1869.  parties  to  the  petition,  and  that  the  creditors,  annuitants 
and  legatees,  includin;j^  those  interested  or  who  might 
be  interested  in  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  were  not  necessary 
Jemeiki.  parties  to  any  petition,  order  or  conveyance,  but  were 
sufficiently  represented  by  the  trustees  and  executors  of 
the  will  of  Mr.  Gurdon^  and  that  the  conveyance  and 
receipt  of  such  trustees  (legard  being  had  to  the  terms 
of  the  will  and  order)  were  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
objection  so  raised. 

The  questions  submitted  For  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
were  as  follows : — 

1st.  Whether  there  was  any  validity  in  the  above  ob- 
jection ? 

2nd.  Whether  the  Plaintiffs,  as  trustees  and  executors 
of  the  will  of  Mr.  Gordon  (regard  being  had  to  the  pe- 
tition and  order),  sufficiently  represented  the  creditors, 
annuitants  and  legatees  of  Mr.  Gordon;  and  whether 
the  concurrence  of  much  creditors,  annuitants  and  lega- 
tees in  such  petition  was  not  unnecessary ;  and  whether 
a  good  title  could  be  made  to  the  Defendant  without 
such  concurrence. 

This  case  was  argued  by  Mr.  jR.  Palmer,  Mr.  Uoyd, 
Mr.  Follett,  Mr.  Giffard  and  Mr.  C  T.  Simpson. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb.  12.  The  question  on  this  special  case  is  the  effect  of  the 

19  k  20  Vict.  c.  120,  which  authorizes  this  Court  to 
make  sale  of  settled  estates  under  certain  restrictions 
specified  in  the  act.  The  question  is  raised  by  the  pur- 
chaser, Mr.  Jenkins,  who  contests  the  authority  of  this 
Court  to  make  the  order  under  that  act,  and  contends 
that,  at  all  events,  all  the  persons  having  a  beneficial 

interest 
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interest  under  the  will  of  the  testator  ought  to  have  been  1859. 
parties  consenting  to  that  order,  and  that  they  must  now 
join  in  the  conveyance,  in  order  to  give  him  a  good  title. 
As  this  question  is  one  of  considerable  importance,  not 
merely  to  the  present  purchaser,  but  also  to  all  persons 
who  may  sell  or  buy  under  this  act,  I  was  desirous  to 
read  and  consider  the  provisions  of  the  act  very  carefully 
before  I  pronounced  any  opinion. 

It  was  urged  on  me  by  the  purchaser,  that  the  words 
persons  entitled,"  which  are  used  in  this  act,  mean  the 
persons  beneficially  entitled,"  and  that  the  distinction 
is  carefully  drawn,  throughout  the  act,  between  **  per- 
sons entitled"  and  trustees :— that  the  consent  of  all 
persons  entitled  is  rigorously  insisted  on  by  the  statute, 
and  that  provision  is  thereby  made  for  obtaining  that 
consent  from  some  competent  representative  in  all  cases 
of  disability,  and  that  the  only  instance  in  which  trustees 
can  consent  is  when  they  are  trustees  for  unborn  chil- 
dren. The  various  clauses  of  the  act  are  referred  to 
which  establish  these  propositions,  and  thence  it  is 
argued,  that  as  this  estate  is  to  be  sold  under  the  Settled 
Estates  Act,  all  the  persons  beneficially  interested  in  it 
must  concur;  that  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  testa- 
tor's will  are  persons  beneficially  interested  in  the  estate 
sold,  and,  therefore,  that  their  consent  is  necessary;  and 
that  their  trustees  have,  under  the  act,  no  authority  or 
power  to  consent  for  them;  that  the  power  of  sale  given 
to  these  trustees  by  the  testator  is  merely  an  expression 
of  his  will,  and  that  the  will  of  the  testator  cannot 
supersede  the  will  of  the  legislature. 

In  my  opinion  the  case  is  very  clear  when  the  act  is 
properly  looked  into  and  the  effect  and  operation  of 
it  examined.  I  concur  in  the  whole  of  the  premises 
argued  by  Mr,  Lloyd,  but  I  dissent  from  his  conclusion. 

I  think 
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1859.  I  think  that  ''  persons  entitled"  mean  persons  ^bene- 
ficially entitled/'  and  that  all  persons  beneficially  enti- 
tled must  concur ;  and  I  also  think,  that  trustees,  nnder 
the  provision  of  the  act,  can  only  consent  for  unborn 
children.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  nevertheless,  a 
good  title  can  be  made  here,  without  the  concurrence  of 
the  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  testator's  will. 

The  true  distinction  was,  in  my  opinion,  taken  by 
Mr.  Palmer^  in  his  reply  to  the  very  able  argument  of 
Mr.  Lloyd;  and  the  distinction  is  this: — what  the  sta- 
tute authorizes  the  Court  to  sell  is  all  the  interests  in- 
cluded within  the  settlement,  but  nothing  beyond  this, 
and  the  provisions  of  the  act  have  reference  to  this,  and 
this  alone ;  and,  strictly  speaking,  the  cestuis  que  trust 
under  the  testator's  will  are  not  persons  having  bene- 
ficial interests  under  the  settlement. 

I  can  best  illustrate  my  meaning  by  adducing  an  in- 
stance. Suppose  a  man  to  have  a  beneficial  lease  of 
100  years  in  certain  property,  and  that  on  his  marriage 
he  settles  the  property  included  in  this  demise  in  the 
usual  manner,  on  himself,  his  wife  and  his  children,  and 
that  subsequently  it  becomes  desirable  to  sell  this  pro- 
perty, but  there  is  no  power  of  sale  in  the  settlement. 
This  Court,  under  the  Settled  Estates  Act,  can  sell  this 
property,  observing  ail  the  conditions  and  restrictions 
empowered  by  the  statute.  What  the  Court  sells  is 
merely  the  land  included  in  the  term  for  100  years,  and 
for  as  long  as  that  term  may  last.  But  the  reversion  in 
the  property,  subject  to  the  term,  is  not  affected  by  the 
sale,  nor  is  it  within  the  provisions  of  the  act.  But  go 
one  step  further,  and  suppose  the  reversioner  to  concur 
in  the  sale  under  the  act  directed  by  the  Court,  and  that 
he  is  willing  to  convey  his  reversion  to  the  purchaser: 
it  is  at  his  option  to  do  so,  but  if  he  do  concur,  he 

does 
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does  not  sell  under  the  statute,  nor  is  the  reversioner  in        1859. 
any  respect  affected  by  it,  although  on  the  consent  of      ^«^v-w/ 
the  reversioner  the  Court  has  directed  the  whole  to  be  *  ^ 

sold  in  fee  simple.  The  act  gives  this  Court  power  and  Jknuims. 
jurisdiction  to  sell  the  land  for  the  residue  of  the  term 
of  loo  years,  and  the  reversioner  gives  the  Court  power 
and  jurisdiction  to  sell  the  reversion  of  the  land  subject 
to  the  term,  and  thereupon  the  Court,  so  authorized, 
sells  the  whole.  But  it  is  the  consent  of  the  reversioner 
which  completes  this  power.  If  the  reversion  be  vested 
in  trustees,  who  have  a  power  of  sale,  they  can  concur 
in  exactly  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  the  bene- 
ficial owners.  In  truth,  a  mortgage  on  an  estate  is  oc- 
casionally so  settled  that  the  charge,  or  rather  the  lands 
included  in  that  charge,  might  be  sold  under  the  Settled 
Estates  Act,  but  such  sale  would  not  affect  or  dispose  of 
the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  mortgagor,  which  may 
be  disposed  of  either  separately  or  conjointly. 

In  Ireland  judgments  are  frequently  the  subject  of 
settlements,  and  many  judgments  on  the  same  estate 
are  each  subject  to  the  trusts  of  a  separate  settlement; 
each  of  them  might  be  sold  separately  under  the  Settled 
Estates  Act,  but  such  sale  would  not  affect  the  surplus 
land  belonging  to  the  owner  of  the  land  subject  to  the 
judgment. 

This  is,  I  think,  clear  from  the  interpretation  clause, 
as  well  as  the  general  scope  of  the  act. 

Here,  what  is  sold,  under  the  authority  of  the  act,  is 
the  interests  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1832,  or  so 
many  of  them  as  are  now  subsisting,  and  what  the  Court 
(so  far  as  it  derives  its  authority  under  the  act)  binds 
by  the  sale  is  only  the  interests  arising  under  that  set- 
tlement. Assume  that  there  had  been  no  power  of  sale 
given  to  the  trustees  in  that  settlement,  and  that  appli- 
cation 
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1859.  cation  had  been  made  to  sell  the  property  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator:  the  Court  would  have  required  the 
consent  of  tlie  testator  as  tenant  for  life,  the  consent  of 
tlie  jointress  in  respect  of  her  annuity  of  600/.,  and  of 
her  contingent  charge  of  2,000/.,  and  of  the  trustees  as 
representing  the  unborn  children,  and  of  the  testator 
again,  also,  as  the  reversioner.  If  the  testator  had  sold 
his  reversion,  the  purchaser  would  have  had  to  give  his 
consent,  in  the  place  of  the  testator.  Again,  if  that 
purchaser  had  conveyed  this  reversion  to  trustees  on 
certain  trusts,  the  cestui  que  trust  might  or  might  not  be 
required  to  consent,  which  would  depend  on  the  circum* 
stances  of  the  case.  If  by  law,  independently  of  the 
act,  the  trustees  could  have  sold  this  reversion,  their 
concurrence  was  all  that  would  be  required ;  but  if 
that  reversion  was  so  settled  as  to  require  an  interpo- 
sition of  the  authority  of  the  act  to  deal  with  it,  then 
the  cestuis  que  trust  under  that  settlement  would  be  re- 
quired to  consent;  but  it  would  then,  in  fact,  be  making 
one  sale  include  two  settlements  and  two  exercises  of 
the  authority  of  this  Court  under  the  statute  to  deal 
with  each.  As  in  the  instance  I  have  suggested,  of  Irish 
judgments,  if  there  were  three  judgments  onthe  estate, 
euch  settled  by  a  separate  settlement,  and  the  estate 
itself  settled  subject  to  the  judgment,  it  might  require 
four  distinct  exercises  of  the  power  of  the  Court  con- 
ferred by  the  act  to  deal  with  and  sell  the  whole,  as 
free  from  all  incumbrances :  but  if  the  trustees  of  any 
one  of  these  judoments  had  power  to  dispose  of  it,  with- 
out any  assistance  from  the  act,  then  their  exercise  of 
that  power  would  bind  that  particular  charge  on  the 
property,  and  the  act  in  that  case  would  not  require  the 
concurrence  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  interested  in  that 
charge. 


rhis  might  be  illustrated  in  various  ways.     A  settle- 
ment 
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ment  might  require  a  specified  sum  to  be  raised  and        1869. 

paid   to  A,f  the  concurrence  of  A.  would   be  all  that 

would  be  required  by  the  act,  but  if  he  had  disposed  of 

bis   interest,  whether  to   a   purchaser,   or   trustee,   or      Jenkins, 

legatee,  the  consent  of  the  alienee  would  be  all  that 

would  be  required,  and  this,  notwithstanding  that  there 

might  be  ulterior  interests  created  by  him,  provided  that 

by  law,  independently  of  the  statute,  they  were  bound 

by  the  acts  of  his  trustee. 

Here,  what  is  sold  under  the  Settled  Estates  Act  is 
the  interests  now  subsisting  in  the  settlement  and  cre- 
ated by  it,  but  no  more  or  further;  all  that  the  statute 
authorizes  and  the  Court  sells,  therefore,  is  the  jointure 
or  annuity  of  600/.  to  Mrs.  Bright^  the  contingent 
charge  of  2,000/.,  and  the  reversion  in  fee.  This  rever- 
sion in  fee  is  now  vested  in  the  trustees  under  the  will 
of  Mr.  Gordon^  who  have  just  as  much  power  to  dis- 
pose of  it  as  they  would  have  had  if  they  had  been  pur- 
chasers for  value  from  him.  They  stand  exactly  in  his 
shoes,  for  he  had  power  to  place  them  in  his  situation, 
and  to  invest  them  with  the  same  powers  over  this  re- 
version as  he  himself  possessed,  and  he  has  done  so. 
Accordingly,  they  will,  by  joining  in  the  conveyance  to 
the  purchaser,  give  him  as  perfect  a  title,  under  the  act 
and  the  order  of  the  Court,  as  they  could  have  done 
without  it,  in  case  he  had  been  dead,  and  the  charge  of 
2,000/.  had  been  raised  and  paid. 

The  beneficial  interest  spoken  of  in  this  act  is  con- 
fined to  the  beneficial  interest  under  the  settlement. 
The  trustees  of  the  will  represent  and  bind  the  beneficial 
interest  in  the  reversion,  and  can  make  a  good  title  to  the 
purchaser.  The  questions  must  be  answered  accordingly. 

Decree. 

Declare  that  the  Plaintiffs  sufficiently,  represent  the  creditors,  an- 
nuitants and  legatees,  whose  concurrence  in  the  petition  was  nnneces-  * 
sary,  and  that  a  good  title  can  be  made  to  the  property.     "Reg*  Lib, 
1858,  A.foL  1112. 
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1868. 


GASKELL  V,  CHAMBERS.  (No.  3.) 

J)fc.  15, 16. 
Directors  of  a    HpHE  London  Mutual  Life  and  Guarantee  Society  was 

Ransferof  established  in  181-8,  and  completely  registered  in 

iu  business  to  October ^  1849.  By  the  deed  of  settlement  (8lh  of 
pany,  received  October,  1849),  the  profits  were  divisible  amongst  the 
from  the  latter  policy  holders.     The  affairs    of  the  society  were  con- 

a  large  sum         ,  ,    ,  i         j     i»  j* 

for  compen-  ducted  by  a  board  of  directors,  and  an  extraordmary 
sation,  the        general  meeting  of  members  was  empowered  to   sell 

particulars  of     o  °  * 

which  they  any  portion  of  the  business  to  any  other  company. 
iTet  ml1nbe«^  The  undertalcing,  according  to  the  annual  report  of  the 
Heid,  that  directors  and  their  representations,  was  very  prosperous. 
trustees  of  the  However,  in  1867,  the  directors,  of  their  own  motion, 
money  for  the   entered  into  negociations  with  the  E<iqle  Life  Insurance 

members,  and    _      .  . 

they  were  Society  for  the  transfer  to  them  of  the  business  of  the 
rntrcmoV"  London  Mutual. 

application,  to 

^ourt.  Terms  were  ultimately  agreed  upon,  giving  the  share- 

holders certain  benefits  on  the  transfer,  and  articles 
were  signed  in  Avgust,  1857.  The  directors  of  the 
London  Mutual  Society  convened  an  extraordinary 
general  meeting  of  shareholders,  to  be  held  on  the  24th 
o^  September t  1857,  in  order  to  confirm  the  agreement. 
They  forwarded  circulars  on  the  29th  of  August  to  the 
members  or  policy  holders  informing  them  of  the  terms 
of  the  arrangements,  but  making  no  mention  of  any 
personal  benefits  to  be  derived  by  the  directors  and 
officers  themselves  by  the  proposed  arrangements. 

The  extraordinary  general  meeting  was  accordingly 
held,  and  the  assent  for  the  transfer  of  the  business  was 
confirmed  and  afterwards  carried  into  effect  by  the  board 
of  directors. 

The 


Oaskell 
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The  Plaintiff  had  insured  his  life  in  1855,  and  was  a  1858. 
shareholder,  but  he  did  not  attend  this  meeting.  He 
afterwards  discovered  that,  on  the  transfer,  considerable 
sums  had  been  received  from  the  Eayle  by  the  chair-  Chamber*. 
man,  directors  and  all  the  other  officers  of  the  London 
Mutual,  by  way  of  compensation,  the  particulars  of 
which  had  been  kept  secret  from  the  members  of  the 
London  MutudL 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  instituted  this  suit  against 
the  chairman,  directors,  secretary,  solicitors,  medical 
officers  and  auditors  of  the  London  Mutual^  and  the 
London  Mutual  Society  (which  had  not  been  dissolved), 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  the  other  members  of  that 
society,  praying  an  account  of  the  moneys  so  received 
by  them,  and  that  they  might  be  declared  trustees  thereof 
for  the  members  of  the  London  Mutual,  and  be  decreed 
to  refund  these  sums  and  pay  them  into  Court. 

Seven  of  the  directors  put  in  their  joint  answer,  by 
which  they  admitted  that  they  had  received  from  the 
Eagle f  on  the  16th  of  December,  1858,  by  way  of 
compensation  for  the  loss  of  their  offices,  the  sum  of 
571/.  %8.  Id.  each,  making  4,000/.  in  the  whole,  under 
the  arrangements  for  the  transfer  of  the  business.  They, 
by  their  answers,  defended  their  receipt  of  this  money 
on  various  grounds,  which  are  stated  in  the  argument. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  upon  the  answer  of  the 
seven  directors,  that  they  might  pay  the  4,000/.  so  re- 
ceived by  them  into  Court. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Beavan,  in  support  of  the 
motion.  First,  directors  of  a  public  company  are  trus- 
tees for  the  members.  That  has  been  repeatedly  de- 
cided in  this  Court,  and  even  provisional  directors  have 

been 


Gaskcll 
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1858.  been  held  to  be  trustees  (a).  Secondly,  trustees  can 
derive  no  benefit  from  their  trust,  every  advantage  which 
they  can  obtain  from  it  belongs  to  their  cestuis  que 
Chambers,  trust.  They  can  no  more  stipulate  for  a  benefit  on  the 
sale  of  a  business  than  they  could  arrange,  on  selling  a 
real  estate  belonging  to  the  trust,  to  receive  a  bonus. 
The  cases  on  this  subject  are  collected  in  Lewin  on 
Trusts  (b)/  If  that  be  so,  the  money  admitted  by  the 
directors  to  be  in  their  hands  is  a  trust  fund  belonging 
to  the  Plaintiffs,  which,  according  to  the  authorities^ 
ought  to  be  brought  into  Court,  and  secured  until  the 
hearing  of  the  cause;  WigUsworth  v.  Wiglesworth(c); 
and  see  Rothwell  v.  Rothwell{d) ;  Vigrass  v.  Binjield(e); 
Collis  V.  Collis(f);  M* Hardy  V.  Hitckcock(g);  Hick- 
ens  V.  Congreve{h). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  W,  D.  Lewis,  for  the  directors. 
This  motion  is  premature ;  the  relief  now  asked  is  the 
proper  subject  of  a  decree,  and  is  substantially  the 
whole  relief  asked  by  the  bill.  The  proper  course 
would  be,  to  set  down  the  cause  for  a  hearing  and  obtain 
this  relief  by  a  decree ;  Peacham  v.  Daw  (i). 

Secondly.  There  is  a  well-known  and  recognized  cus- 
tom, on  the  amalgamation  of  two  companies,  to  make 
compensation  to  the  directors,  who  lose  their  offices  by 
the  arrangement.  This  custom  is  so  universal,  that  it 
must  have  been  known  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Thirdly.  It  appears  that  at  the  general  meeting,  the 
shareholders  knew  that  this  arrangement   had    taken 

place 

{a)   Maxwell  v.  Port  Tennant,  (e)  3  Mad.  62. 

4c.  Co.,  24  heuv  497.  (f)  2  Simom,  365. 

(h)    Pu^e  318  {3rd  edit.),  (g)  11   Bcav.  77, 

(c)  16  Beav.  269.  {h)  1  Russ,  Sr  M,  150,iio/e. 

{d)  2  Sim,  ^  6/.  217.  (i)  6  Madd.  98. 
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place  and  sanctioned  it.  It  is  stated^  by  the  answer,  that  1868. 
the  question  was  put  by  a  member,  whether  the  officers 
of  the  company  had  been  properly  taken  care  of  in  the 
arrangement,  and  that  the  deputy  chairman  replied  Chambers. 
**  that  all  persons  connected  with  the  office  were  to  be 
liberally  compensated.''  A  member  also  wished  to  know 
the  particulars  of  such  compensation,  but  another  mem- 
ber suggested  that  such  question  was  not  courteous  to 
the  board  and  was  unnecessary,  unless  the  members 
were  dissatisfied  with  the  terms  of  the  amalgamation  as 
regarded  themselves. 

Fourthly.  It  appears  that  before  the  terms  had  been 
finally  agreed  upon,  the  directors  particularly  inquired 
of  the  gentlemen  employed  by  the  JEagU  to  arrange 
the  terms  of  the  amalgamation,  whether  the  bonus  to  the 
members  would  be  affected,  in  any  degree,  by  the  com- 
pensation to  be  given  to  the  directors  and  officers  of 
the  London  Mutual,  and  they  were  distinctly  informed 
that  it  would  not.  The  money  therefore  was  paid  out  of 
the  funds  of  the  Eagle,  and  not  out  of  those  of  the 
London  Mutual. 

Lastly.  The  Plaintiff  has  received  a  bonus  under  the 
arrangements  [2/.  0^.  6fl?.]  and  is  therefore  prevented 
complaining  of  it.  If  he  rejects  the  terms  of  the  ar- 
rangement, he  must  return  the  benefit  he  has  received 
from  it,  and  set  the  transaction  aside  altogether,  and 
not  partially.  They  cited  St,  Victor  v.  Devereux{a); 
JBoschetti  V.  Power  (6). 

Mr.  R,  Palmer,  in  reply. 


(a)  13  Simam,  641.  (6)  8  fifav.98. 


The 
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1868.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  read  this  answer  carefully,  and  I  observe 
nothing  more  in  it  than  counsel  stated  in  argument. 
I  am  of  opinion,  however,  assuming  all  the  statements 
contained  in  it  to  be  true,  but  taking  them  least  favor- 
ably for  the  pleaders,  that  these  Defendants  are  trustees 
of  the  fund,  and  that  they  must  pay  the  amount  into 
Court  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  they  are  trustees  for 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  shareholders  on  whose  behalf  he 
sues.  There  is  a  clear  admission  that  571/.  %s.  Id.  has 
been  paid  to  each,  and  the  order  must  be  on  each  to 
pay  that  sum  into  Court,  and  not  that  each  should  pay 
the  whole  4,000/. 

I  do  not  wish  to  go  into  the  details  of  the  case,  or  to 
prejudice  the  hearing.  It  is  possible,  as  was  stated, 
that  when  the  evidence  is  given,  it  may  be  such  as  to 
give  a  different  complexion  to  the  transaction ;  but  on 
the  answer,  as  it  stands,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  di- 
rectors are  trustees,  and  I  must  order  them  to  pay  the 
money  into  Court  before  the  first  seal  ailer  HUary 
Term. 
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1859. 


Re  THATCHER'S  TRUSTS.  ,     ,^ 

Jan.  12. 
Feb.  9. 

npHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1835,  gave  one-  Distinction 
"*"      fideenth  of  the  produce  of  his  real  and  personal  l>etween  a  be- 

•  *  ,        quest  having 

estate  to  his  granddaughter  Elizabeth  Hobhs  for  life,  two  alterna- 
and  after  her  decease  in  trust  for  the  child,  if  only  one,  ^y^i'},^"  valid 
and  if  more  than  one,  for  the  children,  of  her  the  said  and  ihe  other 
Elizabeth  Hobbs,  the  granddaughter,  to  be  equally  di-  ^nd  a  gift  *de- 
vided  between   or  among  the  same  children,  if  more  pending  on  the 

,  failure  of  a 

than  one,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  be  vested  in  such  previous  limi- 

of  the  same  children  as  should  be  a  son  or  sons  when  ^^l^^»  which 

18  too  remote. 

he  or  they  should  attain  the  age  or  respective  ages  of     The  case  of 
twenty-five  years,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving  issue,  bii^^^^i)^ 
at  his  or  their  death  or  respective  deaths,  and  on  such  Gex  SfSm. 
of  the  same   children    as   should    be   a   daughter  or  of.  ' 
daughters,  when  she  or  they  respectively  should  attain  ^^^rf'**"j 
the  age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-five  years,  or  be  afterwards  to 
married  (with  consent),  which,   as   to   each  of  them,  J^allv  "  "o 
should  first  happen,  and  to  be  payable  as  soon  after  be  vested"  on 

^,  ^.  1  1111^*1  11       such  as  should 

the  respective  ages  or  days  should  be  attamed,  and  also  attain  twenty- 
after  the  death  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Hobbs,  his  grand-  f^e*  »"?/'^° 

be  payable    as 

daughter,  as  conveniently  might  be.  soon  as  might 

be  after  that 
age  should  be 
And  in  case  any  child  of  Elizabeth  Hobbs  *'  should  attained,  with 

depart  this  life,  being  a  son  or  sons,  under  the  age  of  Jldntenance 

twenty-five  years,  without  leaving  any  issue  living  at  and  advance- 

_,  r  I  •  1*11  '11  ment  out  of 

the  time  of  his  or  their  death  or  respective  deaths,  or  their  <' vested 

beins:  a  daughter  or  daui>hters  should  die  under  that  or  expectant 

^  ,  .       ^  .  .  portions,"  with 

age  and  without  having  been  married"  with  consent,  a  gift  over  to 

.1         B.  if  no  child 
^^^^  should  attain 
twenty-five :  Held,  first,  that  the  gift  to  the  children  was  too  remote,  and  secondly, 
on  A,*i  death  without  having  been  married,  that  the  gift  to  B.  could  not  take  effect,  as 
an  alternative  limitation  to  a  person  in  esse  at  the  date  of  the  will. 
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1859.        then  her  share  was  to  be  divided  between  the  other 

^^^^^^^      children. 
Rt 

Thatcher's 

Trusts.  "And  in  case  there  should  be  no  child  of  Elizabeth 

Hobbsy  who  being  a  son  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving  issue,  or  being 
a  daughter  should  attain  that  age  or  be  married  with 
consent/'  the  fund  was  to  be  held  in  trust,  as  to  one 
moiety,  for  William  Hobbs,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety 
upon  the  same  trusts  as  were  thereinbefore  declared 
respecting  another  one-fifteenth,  which  the  testator  had 
previously  bequeathed  to  Ann  Tuckwell  for  her  life, 
and  afterwards  to  her  children  in  a  similar  manner. 

But  in  case  the  said  Wiltiam  Hobbs  and  Ann  Tuck- 
well  should  both  have  departed  this  life  without  leaving 
any  child  or  children,  or  the  issue  of  any  deceased  child, 
then  the  fund  was  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  testator's 
next  of  kin. 

The  will  contained  a  power  of  maintenance  out  of 
income,  and  a  power  of  advancement  not  exceeding 
400/.,  "  of  the  then  vested  or  expectant  portion  or  share" 
of  the  children. 

The  testator  died  in  1836;  William  Hobbs  died  in 
1839,  leaving  one  child ;  Elizabeth  Hobbs  died  in  1841, 
without  having  been  married,  and  Ann  Tuckwell  died 
in  1856,  having  had  six  children,  the  eldest  of  whom 
was  born  in  1834,  and  the  youngest  in  1846. 

The  trustees  of  the  fund,  being  advised  that  the  trusts 
of  the  legacy  subsequent  to  Elizabeth  Hobbs's  life  in- 
terest were  void  as  being  too  remote,  paid  it  into  Court 
under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act. 


This 
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This  was  a  petition  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,        1869. 

praying  payment  to  them  of  the  fund.  s^^,-^/ 

Re 
Tbatcuer'i 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Wickens,  in  support  of  the  peti-  Teusts. 
tion.  First,  this  is  a  gift  to  those  children  only  who 
should  attain  twenty-five ;  it  is  therefore  too  remote 
and  void.  Secondly,  the  subsequent  limitation  to  Mrs. 
Tuckwell  for  life  is  not  an  alternative  gift,  but  a  limitation 
dependent  on  the  failure  of  the  prior  one  to  the  children, 
which  is  void,  and  it  is  therefore  itself  too  remote, 
though  in  favour  of  a  person  in  esse  at  the  date  of  the 
will.  They  cited  Monypenny  v.  Dering  (a) ;  Gilbert  on 
Uses  (6) ;  Boehm  v.  Clarke  (c) ;  Proctor  v.  Bishop  of 
Bath,  ^c.  id) ;  Chatham  v.  Tothill  {e). 

Mr.  ffayneSf  for  the  children  o(  Ann  Tuckwell^  and 
Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  the  representa- 
tives of  Mrs.  Tuckwell.  The  limitation  to  the  children 
is  perfectly  valid.  There  is  a  gift  to  them  in  the  first 
instance,  followed  by  a  direction  as  to  vesting  ;  but  the 
vesting  here  means  indefeasibly  vesting,  as  in  Tayhr  v. 
Frobisher(f). 

As  to  the  life  interest  to  Mrs.  Tuckwell  it  is  valid, 
because  in  any  event  it  must  take  effect,  if  at  all,  with 
a  life  in  being.  The  bequest  to  her  is  an  alternative  gift, 
and  may  take  effect  even  if  the  gift  to  the  children 
should  be  too  remote.  They  also  cited  Berkeley  v. 
Swinburne  (g) ;  Poole  v.  Bott(h) ;  Barlow  v.  Salter  {i)i 
Beard  v.  Westcott  (A) ;  and  see  Cambridge  v.  Rous  (/). 

The 

{a)  2  De  G.,  M.  *  G.  145.  (g)  16  Sim,  275. 

{b)  Page  278,  note.  (A)  1 1  Hare,  33. 

(c)  9  Ffli.5S0.  (0  17  ref.479. 

(d)  2  H.  Black.  356.  (/c)  5  Taunt,  393;  5  Bam.  (jf 

(e)  7  Bro,  P.  C.  453.  Aid,  801 ;  Turn.  Sf  R,  25. 
(/)  5  l>e  G.  *  S.  191.  (/)  25  Beav,  409. 
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1859.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Thatcher's  ^^^  question  in  this  petition  is,  whether  the  limita- 
Trusts.  tions  contained  in  the  will  of  Thomas  Thatcher  are  too 
Feb.  9.       remote  or  not. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  limitations  to  the 
children  are  too  remote  or  not,  and  this  depends  upon 
whether  the  vesting  of  their  share  is  postponed  till  they 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five,  or  whether  the  vesting  is 
immediate,  and  the  time  of  payment  only  is  postponed. 
Upon  this  point  I  do  not  entertain  any  doubt;  the 
words  are  express  :  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Eliza" 
heth  HobbSf  in  trust  for  her  child  or  children,  '*  to  be 
equally  divided  between  or  among  the  same  children, 
if  more  than  one,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  be 
vested  in  such  of  the  children  as  shall  be  a  son  or  sons 
when  he  or  they  shall  respectively  attain  the  age  or 
ages  of  twenty-five  years."  Unless  the  word  vested  is 
to  be  wholly  disregarded,  and  no  effect  given  to  it,  or 
its  meaning  reversed,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the 
children  take  any  vested  interest  until  they  attained 
twenty-five.  If,  on  the  contrary,  the  word  vested  were 
omitted  altogether,  there  would  be  no  gift  except  in  the 
direction  to  pay ;  but  here  it  is  made  doubly  clear,  by 
coupling  the  term  vesting  with  the  time  of  payment. 

I  entirely  approve  of  the  decision  of  Sir  James  Parker 
in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Frohisher  (a),  but  the  effect 
before  me  of  that  case  has  been,  that  whenever  the  word 
vested  is  used,  this  case  is  cited  to  shew  that  that  word 
is  not  to  bear  its  ordinary  and  primary  signification.  That 
case  was  perfectly  different  from  the  present,  and  I  have 
on  many  previous  occasions  pointed  out  the  distinction 

on 

(a)  5  Dt  Gex  4^  5m.  19. 
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on  which  that  case  rests,  which  do  not  occur  in  the        1859. 

present.  ^-^s.^*^ 

Re 
Thatcher's 
The  maintenance  and  advancement  clauses  in  this       Trusts. 

will  do  not  in  the  slightest  degree  affect  my  construc- 
tion of  the  previous  limitation.  Tlie  power  simply  autho- 
rizes the  trustees  to  apply  what  they  may  think  necessary, 
in  any  manner  they  may  think  right,  for  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  the  children,  and  the  advancement 
clauses  confirm  the  construction  I  have  given  to  the 
former  part  of  the  will,  for  it  distinctly  points  to  the  possi- 
bility of  an  advance  being  made  out  of  expectant  shares^ 
that  is,  shares  which  are  not  vested.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  they  were  not  to  be  vested  before  they  were 
payable. 

The  words  are  distinct,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
gifts  to  the  children  are  not  vested  until  they  attain 
twenty-five,  and  that  the  limitations  to  them  are  too 
remote. 

Then  arises  the  question,  whether  the  gift  over  to' 
Mrs.  Tuckwell  for  life  is  good,  this  being  a  limitation  to 
a  person  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  will. 

The  distinctions  on  this  subject  are  well  defined, 
although  they  may  not  be  in  every  case  susceptible  of 
a  ready  application  to  the  particular  words  of  a  will. 
On  the  one  hand,  it  is  clearly  settled,  that  if  there  be 
two  alternative  limitations,  one  branch  of  which  is  too 
remote,  and  the  other  of  which  is  capable  of  taking 
efiect,  the  Court  will  disregard  the  invalid  limitation 
and  give  effect  to  that  which  is  legal.  Longhead  v. 
Phelps  {a)   is  an   instance  of  this  distinction,   which 

rests 
(a)  2  W.  BL  704. 
B  b2 
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I860.  r^ti  on  sound  and  settled  raks  of  coiistrKtioa.    On 

^•^^y^  the  other  hand,  if  the  h'mitations  are  oltcrior  to  c 
Re  ... 

TsATCHEft't  ^"^  upon  limitations  which  are  too  remoley  ther 


TmufTfl.      also,  although  made  to  a  persoo  in  eTistmrr  at  the 
date  of  the  will. 


The  case  of  Beard  y.  Westcott{a\  and 
T.  Dering  (b\  are  instances  of  the  scoood 
cases. 


Nothing  can  be  more  distinct  than  the  mode  in  which 
this  is  explained  by  Lord  St.  Leonards^  both  in  his 
argument  (c)  and  also  in  his  judgment  in  Mcmj/peuq 
T.  Deriny  ((f).  He  says  that  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench 
held  the  gift  over  in  Beard  v.  WestcoU  void, — **Not 
because  it  was  not  within  the  line  of  perpetuity,  but 
expressly  on  the  ground  I  have  adverted  to,  namely, 
that  that  limitation  over  was  never  intended  by  the 
testator  to  take  effect,  unless  the  persons  whom  be 
intended  to  take  under  the  previous  limitation  would, 
if  they  had  been  alive,  been  capable  of  enjoying  the 
estate,  and  that  he  did  not  intend  that  the  estate  should 
wait  for  persons  to  take  in  a  given  event,  where  tbe 
person  to  take  was  actually  in  existence  but  could  not 
take;  and  Lord  £/(/on  affirmed  that  decision.  This  shews 
that  where  there  are  gifts  over,  which  are  void  for  perpe- 
tuity, and  there  is  a  subsequent  and  independent  clause 
on  a  gift  over,  which  is  within  tbe  line  of  perpetuities, 
effect  cannot  be  given  to  such  a  clause  unless  it  will 
dovetail  in  and  accord  with  previous  limitations  which 
are  valid." 

This  is  strictly  applicable  to  the  present  case ;  it  is 

impos^ble 

(a)  5  Bam,  4r  Aid.  801.  (c)  5  Bam.  if  Aid,  808. 

(6)  2  De  G.,  M.  4  G.  145.  {d)  2  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  182. 
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impossible  here  to  say  that  the  limitation  to  Mrs.  Tuck-        1859. 
well  is  an  alternative  limitation;  it  is  clearly  one  expec-      ^-^v-^^ 
tant  upon  the  failure  of  the  previous  limitation  to  the    XflATCHBa't 
children.     It  does  not,  to  use  the  words  of  Lord  St.       Trusts. 
Leonards,  ''  dovetail  in  and  accord  with  previous  limita- 
tions which  are  valid/'  but  it  is  intended  not  to  take 
effect  unless  the  children,  whom  he  intended  to  take 
effect  under  the  previous  limitation,  would  have  been 
capable  of  taking.    The  testator  never  intended  Mrs. 
Tuckwell  to  take  if  there  were  children  in  existence 
but  who  were  prevented  by  law  from  taking. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  whole  limitation 
fails,  and  that  an  order  must  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 


Decree. 
Declare  that  tlie  gifts  over  of  the  share  of  Miss  Hobbtf  after  her  life 
ioteresty  are  void,  iocludiog  the  life  interest  of  Mrs.  Tuckwell, 
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Dec.  2. 

The  Court 
cannot,  under 
the  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  86, 
s.  44,  appoint 
a  person  to 
represent  the 
estate  of  a  de- 
ceased person 
who  is  not 
willing  to  act 


HILL  t;.  BONNER. 

TtyrR.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Osborne,  on  bebalf  of  the 
PlaintifTy  moved  that  W.  F,  Hoper,  or  some 
other  fit  and  proper  person,  might  be  appointed,  under 
the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  44,  to  represent  the  estate  of 
Moses  Hoper  deceased  for  all  purposes  of  this  suit,  or 
that  the  suit  might  proceed  in  the  absence  of  any  re- 
presentative. 

Mr.  H,  F.  Bristowe,  for  W.  F.  Hoper ,  objected  to 
be  appointed,  and  asked  for  his  costs.  He  referred  to 
the  20  &  21  VicL  c.  77,  s.  44. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  appoint  a  person  as  representative  who  is 
not  willing  to  act.  He  must  have  his  costs.  Any  order 
I  now  make  might  still  be  objected  to  by  any  of  the 
parties  at  the  hearing. 


Note. — See  The  Prince  of  WaUt,  ifC.  Ai»ociation  ▼.  Palmer,  25 
Beat.  605. 
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1869. 


A 


HOOD  V.  COOPER. 

Jan,  15. 
T  the  hearing  of  this  cause  on  the  3rd  of  December ^  When,  at  the 
1858,  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  gave  liberty  to  berw"wgiven 

mention  it  again  on  the  minutes,  in  the  event  of  there  *°  mention  the 
_    .  ,.%,      ,  case  again  on 

being  any  diflSculty.  the  minutea,  it 

mast  be  done 
at  least  within 
Mr.  Rascli  now  (15th  January)  moved,  that  the  case  a  fortnight, 

might  be  placed  in  the  paper,  to  be  spoken  to  on  the  parSeeniust 

minutes  as  delivered  out  by  the  registrar,  the  parties  not  «»^*  notice  of 
,    .  ,  ,  ,  motion  ipeci- 

bemg  able  to  agree  as  to  them.  fying  the  alte- 

ration!. 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls  refused  the  application,  on 
the  ground  of  the  delay.  He  stated,  that  when  parties 
had  liberty  to  apply  on  the  minutes,  they  must  avail 
themselves  of  it  within  a  fortnight  at  the  utmost. 

He  added,  that  the  registrar  might  communicate  with 
him,  if  he  thought  fit,  on  the  matter,  but  that  if  he  did 
not,  the  Plaintiff  must  give  the  usual  notice  of  motion  to 
vary  the  minutes  and  specify  the  variations  he  required. 


Note. — See  Prince  v.  Howard,  14  Beav,  208. 
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Jan,  28,  31. 

Thefinei, 
feet  snd  ex- 
pentet  of  the 
admiieion  of 
new  trufteet 
tocoprholdt 
mnet  De  borne 
by  the  tenant 
for  life  and 
tbofe  in  r»> 
mainder,  in 
proportion  to 
theurreepee- 
tiye  intereiti. 


CARTER  V.  SEBRIGHT. 

rilHE  testator  was  entitled  to  a  copyhold  bouse  and 
premises  at  Hackney ^  held  of  the  manor  of  Euijri- 
hold^  for  an  estate  of  inheritance,  to  him  and  his  hdrsy 
at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  tbe 
manor. 


By  his  will  he  devised  his  freehold  and  copyhold 
hereditaments  to  two  trustees,  in  trust  to  receiye  the 
rents  and  pay  them  to  Mrs.  Sebright  for  life,  and  after 
her  death  for  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Hall  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  her  children. 


The  testator  made  no  provision  for  the  payment  of 
the  fines,  &c.,  attending  the  admission  of  the  trustees 
to  the  copyholds. 

The  testator  died  in  1844,  and  the  trustees  caused 
themselves  to  be  admitted  to  the  copyholds. 

The  surviving  trustee  died  in  1857,  having  devised  all 
his  property,  of  every  description,  to  Mrs.  Sebright. 

In  1858,  Mrs.  Sebright^  under  a  power,  appointed 
the  two  Plaintiffs  trustees  of  tbe  will  of  the  original 
testator ;  and  she  thereupon  covenanted  with  them  that 
she  would  be  admitted  to  tbe  copyholds,  and  surrender 
them  to  the  Plaintiffs  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

The  copyholds  were  worth  28/.  a  year,  and  the  fines, 
fees    and    expenses   attending   the   admittance   would 

amount 
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amount  to  about  150/.  The  Plaintiffs  baTing  no  funds 
out  of  which  they  could  pay  the  fines,  &c»,  instituted  this 
suit,  praying  that  Mrs.  Sebright  might  be  directed  to 
procure  herself  to  be  admitted  to  the  copyholds,  and  to 
surrender  the  same  to  the  Plaintiffs,  upon  the  trusts  of 
the  will  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  fines,  fees  and  ex- 
penses might  be  raised  by  a  mortgage  or  sale.  And 
that  it  might  be  declared,  that  Mrs.  Sebright^  as  tenant 
for  life,  ought  to  contribute  to  the  fines,  fees  and  ex- 
penses of  and  attending  the  admittances  of  herself  and 
of  the  Plaintiffs  thereto,  in  proportion  to  the  benefit  she 
might  derive  therefrom,  and  ought  to  give  a  proper 
security  in  respect  of  such  her  proportion. 


376 


1859. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Piggott,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
dted  Playters  v.  Abbott  (a). 

Mr.  Selwgn,  for  the  tenant  for  life,  cited  Janes  v. 
Janet  (b)  ;  Bull  v.  Birkbeck  (c) ;  Hudlestan  v.  Whelp- 
dale{d);  Chreenwaad  v.  Evans  {e), 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  C.  Hall^  for  mortgagees  under 
he  tenant  for  life. 

Mr.  FolUtt  and  Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson,  for  the  re- 
maindermen :  Lard  Kensington  v.  Mansell  {/) ;  Lewin 
m  Trusts  {g). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  question  really  is,  simply,  whether  the 
fine  to  be  paid  for  the  renewal  of  a  copyhold  is  to  fall 

on 


(a)  2  Myl  if  K.  97. 
(6)  5  Hare,  440. 
(0  2  r.  4^  C.  C.  C.  447. 
(<0  9  Hare,  776. 


(e)  4  Bern.  44. 
(/)  13  Vet.  240. 
{g)  Page  402, 


Jan*  Sl« 
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Carter 

V, 

Sebright. 
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on  the  tenant  for  life  and  remainderman  in  the  proportion 
of  their  interests  in  the  property.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
there  is  no  distinction  between  fines  for  the  renewal  of 
copyholds  and  those  for  leaseholds,  and  that  they  stand 
in  the  same  situation. 


The  authorities  are  clear  and  decisive  on  the  subject 
when  the  devise  is  of  the  legal  estate.  Thus  if  there  be 
a  devise  of  a  copyhold  to  yi.  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
JB,  in  fee,  it  is  quite  clear,  according  to  Lord  Eldon, 
that  the  fine  to  be  paid  for  the  admission  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  if  it  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the  remainderman, 
is  to  be  borne  by  them  in  the  proportion  of  their  in- 
terests in  the  estate. 

If  the  tenant  for  life  be  only  admitted  for  his  life, 
then  the  fine  paid  is  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  his 
interest:  but  when  persons  are  admitted  for  the  benefit 
both  of  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman,  they 
are  merely  trustees  for  both,  and  the  same  rule  and 
principle  apply. 

All  the  text-books  adopt  that  view  of  the  question, 
and  it  is  considered  as  not  to  be  doubted  by  Serjeant 
Scriven  in  his  work  on  Copyholds.  I  think  also  that 
Playters  v.  Abbott  (a)  is  distinct,  that  this  is  the  rule. 
I  adopt  the  argument  of  Mr.  Follett,  viz.  that  if  this 
be  the  rule  for  legal  estates,  it  is  equally  so  for  equit- 
able estates ;  and  where  one  is  admitted  for  the  benefit 
of  all,  they  ought  all  to  pay  in  proportion  to  their  in- 
terests. 


It  is  the  same  principle  as  that  which  applies  to  the 
appointment  of  new   trustees,  which   is  very  similar. 

The 

(a)  2  MyL  ^  K.  97. 


Carter 

V. 

Sebright. 
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The  costs  are  there  paid  out  of  the  estate  generally  or        1869. 
out  of  corpus,  by  which  means  the  interests  of  the 
tenant  for  life  and  those  in  remainder  are  diminished  in 
proportion  and  in  the  same  way. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this  fine  must  be  borne 
by  the  persons  in  proportion,  and  that  Mrs.  Sebright 
must  give  security,  according  to  the  terms  pointed  out 
in  the  books,  that  she  will  bear  her  share  of  the  fine. 


WYNNE  V.  HUGHES. 


I 


Jan,  11,  24. 

N  1848,  JoAn  Edwards^  of  CAe^^er,  conveyed  some  As  to  the  ju- 
real  and  personal  estate  to  Thomas  Hughes^  of  ^^  QoMtt  of 

Denbighshire,  and  Harwood  W,  Banner  of  Liverpool,  Chancery  of 

»         ,  .  .      ,  ,  .  1    ,  ,      .  ^^e  Palatine  of 

in  trust  to  sell  and  pay  his  debts,   and   to   hold   the  Lancaster  In 

residue  for  John  JEdtoards  and  his  executors,  "  as  part  ^^^'of  the^ 
of  his   personal  estate."      They,  accordingly,  sold  a  subject-matter 
portion  of  the  property,  and  paid  nearly  the  whole  of  lands^locally 

the  debts.  situate  out  of 

its  jurisdiction. 
Suits  were 

In  1864,  John  Edwards  died  intestate,  and  adminis-  instituted  for 

the  same  mat- 

tration  was  granted  to  Thomas  Hughes,  one  of  his  next  ter  in  the  Pala- 
of  kin,  and  who  also  claimed  to  be  heir  at  law.    The  IJUg^u^^J 
next  of  kin  of  the  intestate  consisted  of  sixteen  persons,  a  decree  made 
viz.   Thomas  Hughes,  Mrs.   Wgnne,  Mrs.  Read,  and  xhe  Court  re^ 
thirteen  others.     The  next  of  kin  were  resident,  and  f"**^  to  stay 

...  the  proceed- 

tbe  principal  part  of  the  real  estate  of  the  intestate  iogs  here,  as 
was    locally   situate,   out  of   the   jurisdiction  of  the  the  suiu 

•*  '  •'  partly  ra- 

County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  voWed  lands 

locally  situate 
out  of  the  ju- 
On  the  8th  of  November,  1868,  a  suit  was  instituted  nsdiction  of 

in  this  Court,  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wynne,  against  Hughes  court. 

and  Banner,  for  the  sale  of  the  property  comprised  in  the 

creditors' 
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1869.  creditors*  deed,  and  the  performance  of  the  trusts  thereof, 
and  for  the  administration  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
intestate. 


Wtmmb 

V. 
HUOBBI. 


On  the  25th  of  November^  1858,  two  other  suits 
were  instituted  in  the  Chancery  of  the  County  Palatine 
of  Lancaster^  the  first  by  Banner  against  Hughes  alone, 
and  the  second  by  Mrs.  Read  against  Banner  and 
Hughes  alone.  The  first  prayed  the  administration  of 
the  trusts  of  the  creditors'  deed,  and  that  the  rights  of 
all  parties  to  the  unsold  property  might  be  determined, 
and  the  second  prayed  for  the  administration  of  the 
personal  estate,  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  cre- 
ditors' deed,  and  the  ascertainment  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  in  the  property  comprised  therein. 

Both  suits  raised  the  question,  whether,  by  the  sub- 
sequent acts  of  John  Edwards^  the  unsold  real  estate 
comprised  in  the  creditors'  deed  had  been  re-converted 
into  realty,  in  other  words,  whether  the  next  of  kin  or 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  intestate  were  entitled  to  it. 

On  the  29th  of  November ^  1858,  a  decree  was  made 
in  the  two  suits  in  the  Palatine  Court  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  personal  estate,  and  the  trusts  of 
the  creditors'  deed,  directing  an  inquiry  as  to  the  next 
of  kin  and  heir  at  law,  and  as  to  whether  the  cre- 
ditors' deed  had  been  revoked  or  determined,  and  the 
particulars  of  the  property  comprised  therein,  and  or- 
dering a  Receiver  of  the  estates  and  property  comprised 
in  the  trust  deed  to  be  appointed,  and  that  the  tenants 
should  attorn. 

The  decree  was  accordingly  served  on  the  Plaintiff 
in  this  suit,  and  a  motion  was  now  made  by  Banner  and 
Hug/ies  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  in  this  Court, 

on 
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on  tbe  grouDdy  that  a  decree  bad  already  been  made  in 
the  Palatine  Court 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wynne  objected,  that  the  present  suit 
idated  partly  to  lands  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Palatine  Court,  in  regard  to  which  its  decree  would  be 
ineffectual. 


1869. 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Liiile,  in  support  of  the  motion. 
This  Court  will  prevent  the  prosecution  of  two  suits  for 
the  administration  of  the  same  estate ;  and,  as  the  whole 
relief  may  be  obtained  under  the  decree  in  the  other 
suits,  this  suit  ought  to  be  stayed ;  Rigby  v.  Strang^ 
wajis{d).  The  decree  in  the  other  suits  will  be  efiective 
io  determining  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  intestate's 
estate,  whether  locally  situate  within  or  without  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Palatine  Court,  for  the  principle 
is  this, — Equitas  agit  in  personam.  The  decree  will 
therefore  bind  tbe  trustees  and  heir,  who  are  parties, 
and  the  other  parties  may  be  summoned  under  the 
decree.  Courts  of  Equity  baye  frequently  assumed 
jurisdiction  in  such  cases.  Thus,  in  Toiler  v.  Carte' 
ret  (&),  which  was  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  in  the 
island  o(  8arh,  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  was  oyerruled. 
In  Penn  t.  Lord  Baltimore  (c)  the  Court  held,  that  it 
would  decree  the  specific  performance  of  articles  re- 
lating to  lands  in  America;  and  in  Tulloch  v.  Hart- 
ley  (jd)  the  Court  entertained  a  bill  to  settle  boundaries 
of  a  real  estate  in  Jamaica,  The  suit  of  Darner  v.  Earl 
Poriarlington  {e)  related  to  lands  in  Ireland;  and 
Omerod  t.  Hardman  (/),  which  was  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  in  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster,  part  of 
tbe  property  was  copyhold  in  Yorkshire. 

The 


(«)  2  PkiUipi,  176. 
lb)  2  Vem.  494. 
(c)  1  Fa.  mhu  444. 
(rf)  1  F.  *  C.  C.  C.  114. 


30. 


(e)  15  Sim.  380;  2  PkiUips, 


(J)  5  Vet.  722. 
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Wtkkb 

V. 
HuOBEfl. 


The  Palatine  Coart  of  Lancaster  has  power  to  deal 
with  the  lands  oat  of  the  jurisdiction,  for  it  has  before 
it  the  two  trustees,  who  have  the  legal  estate,  and  the 
heir  at  law  and  some  of  the  next  of  kin :  the  others  may, 
by  order  of  the  Lords  Justices,  be  served  with  the 
decree  out  of  the  jurisdiction  ;  Chalmers  v.  Lasarie{a\ 
and  15  k  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  42,  rule  8. 


[The  Master  of  the  Rolls: — ^Then,  if  your  argu- 
ment prevailed,  that  Court  would  have  concarrent  juris- 
diction with  this,  and  there  would  be  no  reason  why 
any  suit  whatever  should  not  be  filed  in  that  Court 
instead  of  this :  it  would  make  it  another  Vice-Chan- 
cellors  Court.  I  doubt  very  much  whether  the  Acts 
of  Parliament  extending  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Palatine 
Court  intended  to  enable  a  gentleman  residing  in  Kent 
to  file  a  bill  in  that  Court  against  his  neighbour,  for 
the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for  a  gavel- 
kind estate  situate  in  Kent.  The  17  &  18  Vict.  c. 
82,  s.  11,  speaks  of  ''all  lands  and  personal  estate 
within  the  said  County  Palatine."] 

Service  of  the  bill  out  of  the  jurisdiction  could  only 
be  authorized  by  the  Lords  Justices  (&),  who  would  re- 
fuse to  make  the  order  in  any  but  a  proper  case.  The 
11th  section  relates  merely  to  the  appointment  of  trus- 
tees (c). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  HayneSy  contrct. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  County  Palatine  of 
Lancaster  has  no  authority  over  lands  not  locally 
situate  within  its  jurisdiction  (d).  The  decree  was  ob- 
tained, by  consent,  in  a  friendly  suit  instituted  purposely 

to 


(a)  10  Harff  App.  xxvii. 
(6)    Walt  ham  v.  Goodyear ,  7 
De  G.,  M.  4-  G.  76. 


(r)  In  re  Omeroi^  28  L.  J. 
(CA.)  55. 

(</)  6  Vin.  Ahr.  570;  4  InMt, 
204. 


U9 


Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply. 

The  following   cases  were  also  cited : — Kinsey  v. 

Kinsey 

(a)  Finch,  451.  (6)  9  Mod.  95. 
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to  defeat  the  present,  and  the  objection  to  the  jurisdic-        1859. 
tion  was  never  raised,  as  it  might  have  been. 

There  is  no  instance  of  staying  proceedings  in  this 
Court,  upon  a  decree  made  by  a  Court  of  limited  juris- 
diction, and  the  Court  of  Lancaster  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  lands  out  of  the  County  Palatine.  That  Court 
has  not  the  means  of  enforcing  its  decrees  out  of  its 
jurisdiction,  and  it  cannot  compel  the  tenants  to  attorn 
to  the  receiver  when  appointed. 

To  give  jurisdiction,  both  the  persons  and  the  land 
must  be  in  the  county :  here  the  persons  beneficially 
interested  are  all  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and 
this  is  the  proper ybrtim  for  determining  the  questions 
between  them. 

• 

In  Davis  t.  Davis  {a),  a  plea  to  a  certiorari  bill,  that 
the  lands  charged,  and  all  matters,  did  lie  and  were 
situate  and  did  arise  within  the  County  Palatine  of 
Chester,  was  allowed. 

In  the  Lord  Coningsby's  Case(b\  a  demurrer  was 
allowed  to  a  bill  in  the  Duchy  Court  to  recover  lands, 
&c.,  because  it  omitted  to  aver,  that  the  lands  lay  within 
the  limits  of  the  Duchy.  The  Court  ''all  agreed  that 
the  Duchy  was  a  circumscribed  jurisdiction,  and  that 
in  all  such  jurisdictions,  the  Plaintiff  in  his  bill  or 
declaration  ought  to  shew  that  the  cause  did  arise 
within  the  jurisdiction,  otherwise  the  Defendant  may 
take  advantage  of  it  by  demurrer.' 
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1859. 


Jm.24. 


Kinseyia);  13  ^  14  Vict.  c.  43;  66th  General  Ordtr 
of  the  Palatine  Court,  Rule  8,  Winstanley,  p.  212 ;  2nd 
General,  Order,  July,  1856,  Winstanley,  p.  252. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  was  a  motion  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  a  cause 
in  this  Court  by  reason  of  a  decree  having  been  pro- 
noanced  in  the  same  matter  and  between  the  same 
parties  in  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lctneaster.  There  can 
be  no  question,  but  that,  if  the  two  Courts  have  co-ex- 
tensive jurisdiction,  and  the  two  suits  are  so  constituted 
that  all  that  is  required  in  one  may  be  obtained  under 
the  decree  in  the  other,  this  Court  will  stay  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  suit  in  which  no  decree  has  been  pro- 
nounced, and  will  allow  the  other  to  proceed. 

But  it  is  necessary  for  that  purpose  to  consider  what 
the  circumstances  of  this  case  are.  They  are  shortly 
these  : — [Hie  Honor  stated  them]. 

The  same  question,  as  to  the  re-conversion  of  the 
property  into  realty,  arises  in  both  suits,  and,  in  the 
course  of  the  proceedings,  it  may  become  absolutely 
necessary  to  sell  the  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tributing it  amongst  the  next  of  kin,  if  they  should  be 
declared  entitled. 

Part  of  the  real  estate  in  question  is  situate  in  the 

county  of  Chester  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  I 

cannot,  in  that  state  of  circumstances,  stay  the  suit  in 

this  Court,  though,  if  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster 

had  complete  and   entire  jurisdiction  over  the  whole 

matter,  I  should  not  hesitate  to  do  so. 

The 

(a)  2  Vet,  ten,  577. 
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It  was  pressed  upon  me  very  strongly,  that  the  Duchy 
Court  of  Lancaster  can  do  everything  that  can  be  re- 
quired in  the  cause ;  that  the  Court  acts  in  personam,  and 
thaty  although  it  has  no  authority  over  the  land  itself, 
yet  as  it  has  authority  over  all  the  persons  who  are 
in  any  manner  interested  in  the  land,  and  as  all  those 
persons  are  or  may  be  made  parties  in  the  suit,  it  can 
make  a  complete  and  effectual  decree  in  the  matter. 


1869. 


But  besides  several  objections  and  difficulties,  which 
were  suggested  by  Mr.  Lloyd  with  respect  to  a  receiver, 
it  is  obvious  that  a  sale,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Court,  and  by  the  decree  of  the  Court,  of  land  over 
which  it  has  jurisdiction  is  a  perfectly  different  thing 
from  what  it  is  where  it  directs  persons  who  are  before 
the  Court  to  sell  land  over  which  the  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction.  Questions  of  payment  of  money  into 
Court,  questions  of  opening  biddings,  questions  of  title, 
all  assume  a  different  aspect;  in  fact  a  sale  by  the 
Court  of  land  not  within  its  jurisdiction  cannot  take 
effect  in  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster.  And,  without 
going  into  long  details,  which  must  be  familiar  to  every 
person  accustomed  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  the.  various  questions  that  arise  in  con- 
sequence of  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  might  put  the 
Plaintiffs  in  the  suit  in  Chancery  in  very  considerable 
difficulties,  if  I  were  to  say  that  they  shall  not  go  on 
with  their  suit  at  all. 


I  think,  therefore,  the  proper  course  for  me  to  take 
is,  not  to  stay  this  suit,  but  to  refuse  this  motion.  At 
the  same  time,  I  shall  reserve  the  costs  until  I  see  what 
course  may  be  taken  in  the  two  suits,  and  the  mode  in 
which  they  are  conducted.  On  the  fullest  considera- 
tion of  the  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  I  cannot  safely  stop 
this  suit. 

VOL.  XXVI.  c  c  I  do 
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I  do  not  place  any  weight  at  all  on  the  fact  that  it 
was  filed  before  the  otiier,  because  the  decree  is  the 
gronnd  on  which  the  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
move  to  stay  this  suit,  if  the  same  relief  coaM  be  obtained 
equally  in  both  suits.  But  on  the  fullest  consideration 
that  I  have  been  able  to  give  to  it,  I  do  not  tUnk  that 
this  is  the  case. 


NoTE.-~On  appeal  to  the  Lords  Jostkes  (10th  Feb,  1859),  the 
proceedings  were  sujed,  bat,  as  I  bare  heard,  bj  arraiigenient. 


Jm.  21,22,24. 

Mmrrk  18. 

Where  shares 
not  fnlljr  paid 
op  are  specifi- 
cally be- 
queathed, the 
questioo, 
whether  the 
tpecificlegati 
or  the  residii- 
mry  estate  is 
Uable  to  tho 
future  instal- 
meots,  de- 
pends on 
whether  the 
calls  are  acto- 
alljr  made  be-    company 
lore  the  tea- 


ADDAMS  V.  FERICK. 

npHE  testatrix,  Aliss  Lettis,  died  on  the  17th  of 
February^  1858.  At  the  date  of  her  will  and 
codicil,  she  possessed  629  shares  of  2oL  each  in  the 
Union  Bank  of  AustraUm^  which  were  folly  paid  up, 
and  159  new  shares  in  the  same  bank,  on  which,  at  the 
date  of  the  codicil  (12th  March,  1857)  only  21.  IQf.  per 
share  had  been  paid.  She  had,  in  the  usual  way, 
covenanted  with  the  trustees  of  the  company  to  pay  all 
instalments  that  might  be  duly  required  tbereoo,  and  to 
observe  the  covenants  in  the  deed  of  settleaieot  of  the 


tator  s  death. 

A  tesUtnx 
bequeathed 
•hares  iu  a 
companr. 
Before  her 
death,  three 
calb  were  an- 
thorixed  at 
stated  iuter- 
rah,  but  she 

died  before  two  of  these  periods : — UfU,  under  the  drcomstaiices  and  firom  the  prae- 
tke  of  the  company,  that  the  calb  were  not  to  be  cuuiMd»i.d  as  ttaSlj  oaada^  vntil 
a  call  letter  had  been  sent  to  the  shareholders^  and  that  as  to  those  sent  after  the  tes- 
tatrix's death,  the  specific  legatee^  and  not  the  resKhiarj  estate,  moat  bear  the  ealls. 

Executofft  held  entitled  to  no  iodemnitj  against  liabiUtjr  in  respect  of  abarei  in 
a  bawVmg  companj  specificall j  bequeathed,  the  order  of  the  Court,  in  an  admniif- 
tntaoa  ni^  btiag  ef  ilself  a  perltci  indeBuiitj  to 


By  her  will,  dated  in  1856,  she  gave  her  residoe  to 
the  Plaintiff  Miss  Addams,  and  appointed  the  I>efend- 
ants  Ferick  and  Lowndes  her  executors. 

Miss  Lnris  made  a  codicil  to  her  wAl,  dated  the 

12th 
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12th   of  March,    1867^    whereby  she   bequeathed  as        1859. 
follows : — 

"  Of  my  shares  in  the  Union  Bank  of  Australia,  on 
which  as  yet  only  the  first  instalment  of  2/.  10«.  per 
share  is  paid,  I  bequeath  as  follows :  to  Eliza,  wife  of 
Colonel  Kingston  Phibbs,  forty  shares  for  her  separate 
use;  to  Harriette  Pyper,  widow,  thirty  other  of  the 
said  part  paid  shares  for  her  use;  to  Caroline,  daughter 
of  the  Reverend  John  Colborne,  forty  other  of  the  said 
part  paid  shares  for  her  use,  and  to  Sarah,  wife  of 
Henry  Dobbin,  forty  other  of  the  said  part  paid  shares 
for  her  separate  use.'' 

At  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  the  instalments  on  these 
shares  had  not  been  fully  paid  up,  and  the  first  question 
in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  instalments  paid  sub- 
sequent to  her  death  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  specific 
legatees  of  the  shares  or  by  the  general  personal  estate 
of  the  testatrix. 

It  is  now  necessary  to  state  the  circumstances  relating 
to  these  shares  which  gave  rise  to  the  question.  The 
Union  Bank  of  Australia  was  established  in  1837,  and 
was  regulated  by  a  deed  of  settlement  dated  in  that 
year. 

The  36th  clause  of  the  deed  provided,  that  a  special 
general  meeting  should  have  full  power  to  increase  the 
capital  of  the  company  to  any  amount,  not  exceeding 
the  sum  of  one  million,  by  the  sale  of  new  shares,,  at 
such  prices  and  within  such  time  and  manner  of  pay- 
ment, as  might  be  thought  requisite,  and  should  authorize 
the  board  of  directors  to  make  such  calls  in  respect  of 
such  new  shares  as  might  be  deemed  necessary. 

And  it  was  thereby  further  provided,  by  clause  54, 

c  c  2  that 


Addams 
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1859.  that  a  special  board  of  directors,  called  for  that  purpose, 
shall  hare  full  power  to  require  and  call  for  the  pay* 
ment,  bj  each  proprietor,  of  a  further  instalment  of  such 
SDiDy  not  exceeding  2/.  10s.,  as  the  board  might  think 
proper,  on  every  share  held  by  him  or  her  in  the  said 
company,  and  so,  from  time  to  time,  until  the  whole  sum 
of  2a/.  should  have  been  paid  on  or  in  respect  of  such 
share ;  '*  but  no  such  further  call  shall  be  made  prior  to 
the  first  day  of  Jamuary  next,  and  no  subsequent  call 
shall  be  made  until  the  expiration  of  three  calendar 
months  next  after  the  immediately  preceding  call,  and 
no  call  shall  be  made  until  the  expiration  of  twenty  days 
next  after  the  same  shall  have  been  advertized  in  the 
Lomdom  Gaxette  and  two  daily  morning  newspapers." 

Clause  59  provided,  "  that  no  proprietor,  holding  any 
share  or  shares  upon  which  any  call,  duly  made  by  the 
board  of  directors,  shall  not  have  been  paid,  shall  be 
entitled  to  sell  or  di$poi«^  of  such  share  or  shares,  or 
receive  any  dividend  or  bonus  thereon,  or  to  vote  at  any 
meeting  of  the  proprietors  of  the  said  company,  or 
exercise  any  other  right  or  receive  any  advantage  what- 
soever in  respect  of  such  share  or  shares,  until  such  call 
shall  have  been  fully  paid,  together  with  all  interest 
thereon ;  and  that  if  any  proprietor  shall  sell  or  dispose 
of  such  share  or  shares  contrary  to  this  provision,  such 
sale  shall  be  void,  and  tlie  share  or  shares  so  attempted 
to  be  sold  or  disposet!  of  shall  be  liable  to  be  declared, 
by  the  board  of  directoi^  forfeited  to  the  company." 

Provision  was  made,  in  the  usual  form,  for  the  transfer 
of  shares  to  legatees  with  the  approval  of  the  directors. 

In  Jmnt^  1$41,  the  company,  under  the  power  con- 
tained in  the  deed  of  settlement,  resolved  on  increasing 
the  capital  by  the  issue  of  new  shares  of  252.  each. 

They 
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They  were  accordingly  issued  and  allotted  to  the  exist- 
ing shareholders;  and  the  first  call  on  them  of  2/.  lOs. 
was  made  payable  on  the  14th  o^  January y  1842.  The 
testatrix  held  one  hundred  and  fifty-nine  of  these  new 
shares,  on  which  she  had  duly  paid  the  first  instalment. 

No  further  call  was  made  for  some  considerable  time ; 
but  at  a  board  of  directors,  held  on  the  24lh  oi  Decem- 
ber ^  1857,  it  was  resolved,  "that  in  consideration  of  the 
increased  business  of  the  branch  and  of  the  colonies 
generally,  also  of  the  additional  branches  opened  during 
the  present  year,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  board,  that  the 
remaining  capital  of  the  bank,  180,000/.  (being  22/.  lOs. 
per  share  on  8,000  shares  of  the  third  issue),  be  called 
up.  That  the  times  and  mode  of  doing  this  be  notified 
to  the  proprietors  in  the  report  to  be  submitted  at  the 
next  special  general  meeting." 

On  the  8th  of  Januartfy  1858,  the  board  of  directors 

"resolved,  with  reference  to  the  board  minute  of  the 

24th  ultimo,  that  it  is  expedient  to  call  up  the  unpaid 

capital  of  22/.  \0s,  per  share  on  the  shares  of  the  third 

issue,  in  the  proportions  and  at  the  dates  following, 

viz. : — 

11.  10«.  on  1st  of  February  next. 

5/.  on  1st  o(  April 

5/.  on  1st  of  July 

51,         on  1  st  of  October 


1859. 


19 


tf 


The  directors  made  their  report  to  the  special  general 
meeting  of  the  proprietors  on  the  11th  of  January,  1858, 
stating  that  they  had  resolved  that  it  was  expedient  to 
call  up  the  unpaid  capital  on  the  shares  of  the  third 
issue,  and  that  they  had  therefore  fixed  the  following 
periods  and  amounts  for  the  calls  on  those  shares : — 

7/.  10^.  per  share  on  the  1st  of  February  then  next 

6/.  „  „      Ist  of  April 

51.  „  „      1st  of  July 

51.  ..  ..      1st  of  October 

The 


99 
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1859.  Tbe  special  general  meetiiig  DiiaoiiDousIy  approTcd 

and  adopted  Uie  report,  and  it  waa  resolved,  "  that  tbe 
periods  and  instaloMnts  fixed  bj  tbe  directors  (o€  callii^ 
np  tbe  unpaid  capital  on  the  third  aeries  of  shares 
should  be  thereby  authorized  and  approved.* 

On  the  16th  of  Jimauirjr,  1838,  a  printed  drcnlar  was 
sent  br  the  secretary  to  the  testatrix  and  the  other 
shareholders^  which  was  as  follows : — 

^  I  bare  to  notify  to  yon,  that  by  a  resolution  passed 
at  the  extraordinary  general  meeting  of  the  proprietors 
of  this  bank,  held  at  this  office  on  the  11th  instant,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  course  pursued  in  the  issue  of 
the  second  series  of  shares,  as  then  stated  by  the  direc* 
tors,  you  are  required  to  pay  within  the  current  half- 
year  the  sum  of  12/.  10s.  on  your  159  shares  of  the 
third  issue  in  the  following  manner,  that  is  to  say,  7L  lOt. 
on  the  1st  of  Febmary^  and  &L  on  tbe  1st  of  April  next, 
in  regard  to  which  payments*  these  shares  will  become 
entitled  to  rank  proportionably  with  the  other  paid-up 
capital  in  the  dividend  of  profit  declared  lor  the  half- 
year  ending  tbe  3 1st  Dtetmher  next.  And  further,  yoo 
are  required  to  pay  within  the  half-year  commencing 
1st  July  next  I  (ML,  namely,  5/.  on  said  1st  of  Jmfy^  and 
51.  on  the  Ist  of  October ,  after  which  payments  the 
shares  will  become  entitled  to  rank  in  common  with  the 
full  paid-up  capital  in  the  dividend  of  profit  declared 
ibr  the  half-year  ending  30th  Jmme,  1859.  These  shares 
will  be  liable  to  forfeiture  if  the  several  instalments  are 
not  paid  on  the  days  appointed.'' 

A  notice  accompanied  this  letter,  with  a  receipt  at  the 
foot,  which  was  in  these  words : — 

^  In  terms  of  the  enclosed  circular,  I  beg  to  inform 
you,  that  the  second  instalment  of  7L  IQt.  per  share 
on  159  shares  of  the  third  series,  held  by  you  in  this 

bank. 
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bunk,  must  be  paid  on  or  before  the  Ist  of  February       1859. 
next  to  Messrs.  Glyn^  Mills  ^  Co.,  Bankers,  Lombard 
Street,  who  will  give  you  their  receipt  as  at  foot." 

At  tb^  foot  of  this  letter  was  a  form  of  receipt  in  these 
words  :— 

''  Received,  on  account  of  the  directors  of  the  Union 
Sank  of  Australia,  the  sum  of  £  :  :  ,  being  an  in* 
Btalment  of  71.  lOs.  per  share  on  159  shares  of  the  third 
series,  called  pursuant  to  the  resolution  of  the  general 
meeting  of  proprietors  held  on  January  1 1th,  1858. 

"  For  Messrs.  Glynn  ^  Co." 

In  pursuance  of  this  notice,  the  testatrix,  on  the  28th 
o(  January,  1858,  paid  the  first  call  of  7/.  IO5.  on  her 
159  new  shares,  and  she  died  on  the  17th  of  February 
following,  as  before  stated. 

Od  the  1 6th  of  March,  1858,  a  circular  was  addressed 
to  the  holders  of  the  new  shares,  and  amongst  others 
to  tbe  executors  of  the  testatrix,  which  was  in  exactly 
tbe  same  terms  as  before,  except  that  it  did  not  say 
"  in  the  terms  of  the  enclosed  circular,"  but  simply,  "  I 
beg  to  inform  you  that  the  third  instalment  of  51,  per 
share  on  the  159  shares  of  the  third  series  is  to  be  paid 
on  or  before  the  Ist  of  April  next  to  Messrs.  Glynn, 
Mills  &  Co.,  bankers,  Lombard  Street,  who  will  give 
you  their  receipt  as  at  foot."  The  receipt  was  exactly 
in  the  same  form  as  the  former. 

Thereupon,  the  executors  of  the  testatrix  paid  the 
second  instalment  out  of  her  general  estate.  Tbe  same 
course  was  adopted  with  respect  to  the  third  and  the 
fourth  instalments;  fourteen  days  before  the  instalments 
became  due,  namely,  on  the  16th  of  June,  1858,  and  on 
the  16th  o(  September,  1858,  similar  circulars  were  sent 

for 
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for  the  payment  of  the  instalments  on  the  1st  of  <7tc/y 
and  the  1  st  of  October. 

There  was  evidence  that  between  the  1st  of  February 
and  the  1st  of  Aprils  1858,  new  shares  in  the  company 
were  transferable  in  the  books  of  the  company,  as  shares 
on  which  15/.  remained  to  be  paid ;  and  between  the  Ist 
of  April  and  the  1st  of  July^  1858,  as  shares  on  which 
10/.  remained  to  be  paid,  and  between  the  1st  of  July 
and  the  1st  of  October  as  shares  on  which  5/.  remained 
to  be  paid.  It  also  appeared,  that  a  great  number  of 
such  shares  had  been  actually  transferred,  by  instni* 
ments  of  transfer,  executed  by  the  sellers  and  buyers, 
and  recorded  in  the  books  of  the  company  between  those 
respective  dates,  and  that  the  previous  approval  by  the 
directors  of  the  transfers  had  been  required  and  given. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  specific  legatees  of 
the  shares  insisted  that  all  the  calls  paid  after  the  death 
of  the  testatrix  ought  to  be  borne  by  her  residuary 
estate.  On  the  other  hand,  the  residuary  legatee  con- 
tended that  they  ought  to  be  paid  by  the  specific 
legatees  personally. 

This  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 
estate,  and  under  the  decree  the  accounts  bad  been 
taken,  and  the  cause  now  came  on  for  further  con- 
sideration. 


Mr.  Toller  and  Mr.  Edward  F,  Smith,  for  the  Plain- 
tiflr,  cited  Armstrong  v.  Burnet  (a) ;  Parslow  v.  Dear- 
love  (b);  Utterson  v.  Vernon  {c);  Price  v.  Nixon  {d); 
Foley  V.  Fletcher  (e). 

Mr. 

(a)  20  Beav.  424.  (d)  5  Taunt,  338. 

{b)  4  East,  438.  (e)  28  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Esrk.  100. 

(r)  4  Term  R.  570. 
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Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  W.  P.  Murray  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rodwellj^fox  the  specific 
legatees,  cited  Marshall  v.  Holloway{a)\  Blount  v. 
Hiphins  (6) ;  Jacques  v.  Chambers  (c) ;  Wright  v.  War- 
ren(d);  Clive  v.  Clive{e);  Armstrong  v.  Burnet  (f); 
Companies'  Clauses  Act,  8^9  Vict.  c.  16, «.  16;  TAe 
Sheffield,  ^c.  Railway  Company  v.  Woodcock  (g) ;  £r 
jKzr^e  Tooke{h);  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Company  v.  M* Michael  (i) ;  The  Birkenhead,  ^c.  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Webster  (A). 

Mr.  G,  J.  Wood  for  another  specific  legatee. 

Mr.  Toiler  in  reply. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  last  three  instalments 
which  were  paid  by  the  executors  ought  to  be  repaid  by 
the  legatees  of  the  shares  respectively,  or  whether  they 
are  properly  payable  out  of  the  general  personal  estate. 


March  18. 


Having  regard  to  the  cases  on  this  subject,  and  to 
the  view  which  I  took  of  them  in  the  case  of  Arm- 
strong V.  Burnet  (/),  which  I  am  disposed  to  follow  on 
the  present  occasion,  I  think  that  this  case  must  de- 
pend simply  on  this  question  of  fact,  viz.  whether  the 
calls  were  actually  made  before  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, or  whether  they  were  not. 

In 


(a)  5  Sim.  196. 

(b)  7  Sim.  51. 

(c)  2  Coll.  435. 

Id)  4  De  G.^  Sm.  367. 
(e)  Kay,  600. 
(/)  ^Beav.  430. 
ig)  2  Railw.  Cat.  522. 


(A)  6  iliii7i£7.  Com.  1. 

(t)  6  Railw.  Cat.  495;  5  Exch, 
Rep.  855. 

(k)  6  Exch.  Rep.  217  \  6 
RaUw.  Cat,  498. 

(/)  20  Bam.  424. 


Am 
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1859.  In  lookioe  over  the  report  of  my  decision  in  that 

case,  it  is  obiious  that  io  the  obserrations  that  I  made 
on  that  oocasioo,  I  foresaw  that  the  principle  I  there 
laid  down  might  occasionallj  lead  not  only  to  some 
difficuhy,  hot  to  a  technical  mode  of  tolraig  a  qoestion 
of  the  description  now  before  me ;  bat  upon  reflectioDy 
I  think  that  this  cannot  be  avoided. 

It  is  clear,  that  if  the  testatrix  had  died  before  the 
report  of  the  directors,  made  at  the  meeting  of  the 
llth  of  January^  1858,  the  subsequent  calk  would, 
consistently  with  the  rule  I  have  laid  down,  have  fallen 
upon  the  legatee  of  the  shares  who  accepted  the  legacy ; 
but  the  question  which  I  have  to  determine  here,  in  the 
view  I  have  taken  of  the  case,  is,  whether  what  occurred 
prior  to  the  death  of  the  testatrix  amounted  to  a  call  of 
the  three  instalments  which  were  paid  subsequently  to 
her  death.  This  requires  a  somewhat  critical  examina- 
tion of  the  facts  relating  to  those  calls,  which  for  that 
purpose  1  have  already  detailed. 

These  facts  are  certain,  that  on  the  1 1th  of  January^ 
1858,  the  report  to  the  meeting  recommended  that  the 
shares  should  be  called  up  in  full ;  that  there  then 
remained  22/.  10«.  to  be  paid  up,  and  that  the  report 
recommended,  that  it  should  be  called  up  by  four  calls, 
on  the  four  days  stated ;  and  that  on  the  16th  January^ 
1858,  a  circular  was  sent  to  the  shareholders  intimating 
this  to  them. 

It  is  contended,  by  the  legatees,  that  this  circular 
constituted  a  valid  and  effectual  call  for  the  payment 
of  each  of  the  four  instalments.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  contended  by  the  residuary  legatee,  that  this  is  not  a 
call  for  the  payment  of  the  instalments,  but  simply 
notice  that  the  calls  would  be  made:  this  is  insisted 

upon 
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upon,  principally,  in  consequence  of  the  subsequent  no-  1869. 
tice  given  to  the  shareholders  to  pay  the  instaliueuts, 
and  which,  it  is  argued,  is  the  real  call,  as  appears  by 
the  construction  put  on  the  deed  of  settlement  by  the 
conopany  itself,  in  conjunction  with  its  practice  in  regard 
to  these  shares. 

Upon  the  whole,  and  after  some  hesitation,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  resolution  of  the  11th 
of  January  and  the  circular  of  the  16th  of  January 
constituted  merely  a  notice,  that  the  subsequent  calls 
would  be  made,  although  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
paper  which  accompanied  the  circular  of  the  16th  of 
January ^  and  of  even  date,  was  a  call  of  the  first  instal- 
ment It  may  perhaps  be  asked,  if  this  was  a  call  of 
the  first  instalment,  why  was  it  not  a  call  of  the  second, 
third  and  fourth,  as  the  same  words  are  used ;  but  I 
think  that  the  answer  is  to  be  found  in  the  subsequent 
notice  for  the  payment  of  the  calls,  which  was  sent  re- 
gularly, about  a  fortnight  before  each  payment  was 
required,  and  which  notice  accompanied  the  circular  at 
the  same  time,  given  on  the  16th  oi  January. 

Id  order  accurately  to  consider  which  of  the  appli* 
cations  ought  to  be  designated  ''  the  call,"  I  have  been 
referred  to  the  mode  in  which  the  company  itself  re- 
garded it.  This  is  obvious,  that  the  opinion  of  the 
company  itself  is  paramount  in  determining  the  ques- 
tion of  what  is  to  be  treated  as  a  call  and  what  is  not. 
1  find,  that  from  the  practice  of  the  company  it  roust 
be  held  that  the  second  notice,  that  is  to  say,  the  notice 
given  a  fortnight  before  the  time  when  actual  payment 
was  required,  was  the  real  call,  and  not  the  former  no- 
tice. This  is,  I  think,  established  by  a  regulation  of 
the  company,  which  is  clause  69  of  the  deed,  which  de- 
clares '^  that  no  proprietor  holding  any  share  or  shares 

upon 


394  CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 

1859.  upon  which  any  call  duly  made  by  the  board  of  direc- 
tors shall  not  have  been  paid  shall  be  entitled  to  sell 
or  dispose  of  such  share  or  shares/'  Sec,  ^*  until  such 
call  shall  have  been  fully  paid,  together  with  all  in- 
terest thereon^  and  that  if  any  proprietor  shall  sell  or 
dispose  of  such  share  or  shares  contrary  to  this  pro- 
vision, such  sale  shall  be  void,  and  the  share  or  shares 
so  attempted  to  be  sold  or  disposed  of  shall  be  liable 
to  be  declared  by  the  board  of  directors  forfeited  to  the 
company." 

Now  I  have  evidence  before  me  that  after  the  first 
notice,  and  up  to  the  time  when,  at  all  events,  the  final 
notice  was  given,  the  shares  were  permitted  to  be  trans- 
ferred in  the  books  of  the  company.  I  have  not  any 
evidence  before  me  whether  any  transfer  was  permitted 
between  the  fortnight  which  elapsed  between  the  final 
notice  of  the  call  and  the  time  when  the  call  was  ac- 
tually payable.  But  this  being  the  mode  in  which  the 
company  itself  has  dealt  with  the  matter,  and  as  after  a 
call  had  been  made  no  transfer  was  to  be  permitted,  and 
as  they  have  permitted  transfers,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  is  the  construction  which  they  have  put  on  their 
own  deed,  and  that  it  is  not  a  mere  relinquishment  or 
abandonment  of  the  provisions  of  the  deed. 

It  was  observed  with  regard  to  the  54th  clause,  that 
it  directed  that  no  call  should  be  made  until  after  the 
expiration  of  twenty  days  after  the  same  should  have 
been  advertised  in  the  London  Gazette  and  in  two 
London  newspapers ;  and  it  was  argued,  that  this  pro- 
vision for  allowing  the  transfer  of  shares  was  merely  an 
abandonment  of  the  provisions  of  the  deed :  I  inclined  to 
that  view  at  first;  but  I  find,  upon  further  consideration, 
and  by  reference  to  the  letter  written  by  the  secretary  on 
the  subject,  which  points  out  the  distinction,  that  adver- 
tisements 
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tisements  were  not  required  in  respect  of  the  further 
shares,  but  related  simply  to  the  original  shares,  and  ac- 
cordingly the  secretary  observes,  in  the  letter  which  was 
handed  up  to  me,  and  which  was  admitted  to  be  given 
in  evidence,  though  not  proved,  that  '^  no  advertise- 
ments of  these  calls  were  inserted  in  the  Gazette,  such 
not  being  required  by  clause  35  of  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, as  per  copy  inclosed,  that  being  the  clause  go- 
verning the  final  increase  of  capital,  and  under  which 
powers  were  taken  by  the  board  of  directors  from  the 
proprietors  in  regard  to  the  new  shares." 


Addams 

V. 

Ferick. 


I  think,  therefore,  on  a  full  consideration  of  this  case, 
that  the  calls  of  payments  of  the  instalments,  of  which 
the  final  notice  was  given  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
trix, must  be  paid  by  the  legatee,  and  not  out  of  the 
general  residuary  estate  of  the  testatrix. 


A  second  question  was  also  raised  in  this  suit  under 
these  circumstances  : — Besides  the  shares  in  the  Union 
Sank  of  Australia^  the  testatrix  was  also  entitled  to 
forty-two  100/.  shares  in  the  London  and  Westminster 
Hanky  but  upon  which  20/.  per  share  only  had  been 
called  and  long  since  paid.  That  bank  was  established 
in  1834,  and  20/.  per  share  were  paid  up  prior  to  1836, 
and  no  further  call  had  since  been  made.  The  shares 
in  both  banks  were  at  a  very  high  premium,  and  they 
had  considerable  reserve  funds. 


The  executors  alleged,  that  they  were  entitled  to 
require  a  suflBcient  part  of  the  residuary  estate  to  be 
set  aside,  in  order  to  meet  all  the  possible  demands 
which  might,  at  any  time,  be  made  against  the  estate 
of  the  testatrix,  during  the  space  of  three  years  from 

the 
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1859.  the  transfer  of  the  shares  in  the  two  banks  to  the 
kgatees,  in  respect  of  tlie  liabilities  of  tbe  testatrix's 
estate  upon  such  shares. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  W.  P.  Mwrray  for  the  execntorsy 
argued  that  these  shares,  being  in  banking  companies 
of  unlimited  liability,  and  one  of  them  being  unincor- 
porated, a  fund  ought  to  be  set  aside  for  tbe  protection 
of  the  executors  against  all  liability  respecting  the 
shares ;  Waller  v,  Barrett  (a)  ;  King  v.  Malcott  (b) ; 
The  Official  Managers  of  the  Newcastle  Banking^  ^c. 
Company  v.  Hymers  (c). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

No  doubt  is  raised  as  to  the  solvency  of  the  banks, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  apart  a  fund.  The  exe- 
cutors, if  they  have  brought  all  the  facts  before  the 
Court,  are  perfectly  indemnified  by  the  order  made  by 
the  Court  to  transfer  the  shares ;  but  if  they  have  wil- 
fully suppressed  any  material  facts  from  tbe  Court,  that 
order  will  afford  them  no  protection. 

{a)  24  Bear.  413.  {b)  9  Hare,  694.  (c)  22  Beire.  367. 

NoTB.— &e  22  4^  23  Vict.  c.  35,  ».  27,  28,  29. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  397 

1858. 


Dec.  15. 

DEAN  ».  LETHBRIDGE.  1869. 

Jan.  11. 

TN  1868/ the  usual  foreclosure  decree  was  made,*  and  The  Defend- 
accounts  were  directed  to  be  taken.  died,  and  the 

P]aintiff(being 
,       ,  1  wnable  to  find 

Before  the  accounts    had    been  completely   taken,  the  Defendant) 
Mr.  Heath  (the  solicitor  on  the  record  of  the  Defendant  ^^'^j" '[hP''^ 
Lethbridge)  died  ;    Mr.  Lethbridge  had   left  his  rest-  accounto  di- 
dence  in  Church  Street  and  it  was  not  known  where  5^^^^.  ^The 
he  now  resided,   but  he  called  occasionally  in  Church  Court  ordered 
Street  for  letters.    The  Plaintiff,  being  unable  to  pro-  service  of  a 

ceed  in   takinor  the  accounts,  he  having  no  means  of  •"*>?«"«  to 

^  "  name  a  new 

serving  the  summonses,  moved  for  an  order  for  sub-  solicitor,  and 
stituted  service  of  a  writ  of  subpoena  calling  on  the  havine'fail^^^^ 
Defendant  Lethbridge  to  name  an  attorney  in  the  place  to  appoint  one, 

rikif       rr     ^  1  J  J  ^^^  Court  di- 

of  Mr.  Heath  deceased.  rected  the  ac- 

connti  to  be 
^  taken  in  bis 

Mr.  Charles  Wood,  in  support  of  the  motion,  referred  absence. 

to  Gibson  v.  Ing,o  (a). 

The  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls  ordered  that  service  of 
the  subpcsna  at  Church  Street,  at  the  residence  of 
Mr.  Heathy  and  on  the  professional  gentleman  who 
represented  the  estate  and  business  of  Mr.  Heath, 
should  be  good  service  of  the  writ ;  and  he  directed 
notices  to  be  served,  that  on  the  Defendant's  default  in 
naming  a  solicitor  the  Court  would  be  moved  that  the 
accounts,  &c.  might  be  taken  in  his  absence. 

(a)  2  FhiUip$,  402. 


Service  having 
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1869.  Service  having  been  made  accordingly,  bat  no  soli- 

citor having  been  named. 


Mr.  Charles  Wood  now  moved,  upon  notice  on  Hr. 
Jmnumy  11.  Lethbridge  served  in  the  same  manner  under  the  order 
of  the  15th  of  December ^  **  that  the  subsequent  accounts, 
inquiries,  taxation  of  costs,  and  proceedings  in  this 
cause,  might  be  taken  and  prosecuted  in  the  absence 
of  the  Defendant  Leihbridge,  without  further  notice  to 
him." 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the  order. 


iim.lS»14. 


WILSON  r.  FOSTER. 

lie  THE  LANCASHIRE  AND  YORKSHIRE 
RAILWAY    COMPANY. 


died  in 
the 


V^  ap^  TTNDER  the  wiU  of  Sir  Hemry  WUwm,  who  die 
^^/r^.k.  ^  18*J*  wi  estate  in  Yorkskire  stood  limited  to 
t»n»»l  ftir  iUtv  Defi^ndant  Mrs.  Wilst^m  for  life,  with  remaiDder  to  the 
SitirUTuT  Pl^ntiff  Htmry  WiUom  for  Ufe,  with  remainder  (subject 
kdlv/iW  to  the  poisstbititv  of  Mrs.  WUiom  havii^  wax  issue)  to 
wiSVgSiftff  1^^  ^^^>^  ^^  co>PUiati6*  H.  SmiiAsom  Lte  Wilum^  an 


iM«  m4  «ra»^       ^^^  Rl^wt  axfed  her  hcsboDd  were  finng  mparty  and 


bN%  iiTibii^       ^Y  artiKi«»  Sjr  ai  «p«ratica,  Mr.  Wllum  bad  covvnanled 
WN^sfc^  ^    tv>  ooQv^Y  hjbi  vtfe^s  GbSe  estate  ta  ceftam  trustees  for  ber 


CWiieiL<wrM^ 


Tlie 

wtJt  ISNH^N^  w W  tpfiMniii  «» iMM^mniHHft  Qpun  i^  wttfcam  ■■■■iirii  h«b  mia  the 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


399 


The  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company 
had  taken  part  of  the  settled  estate  for  the  purposes  of 
their  undertaking,  and  had  paid  the  purchase-money 
into  Court 

Mrs.  WiUoUf  the  tenant  for  life,  having  contracted  to 
purchase  some  pieces  of  land  from  the  company,  for 
the  purposes  of  settlement,  presented  this  petition, 
praying  that  the  contract  might  be  carried  into  effect, 
that  272/.  might  be  paid  for  it  out  of  the  money  in 
Court,  "and  that  the  costs  of  and  relating  to  the  pur- 
chase, and  of  this  application,  and  the  order  to  be  made 
thereon,  and  all  reasonable  costs  and  charges  incident 
thereto,"  might  be  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  Lancashire 
and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company, 

The  above  suit  of  Wilson  v.  Foster  had  been  instituted 
for  carrying  into  execution  the  trusts  of  the  testator's 
yi'iW  and  for  administering  his  estate.  The  petition  was, 
therefore,  presented  both  in  the  act  and  in  the  suit,  and 
the  remaindermen  (the  Plaintiffs  in  the  suit)  and  the 
trustees,  who  were  Defendants  in  it,  were  served  with 
the  present  petition.  They  appeared  at  the  hearing  of 
the  petition,  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  com- 
pany were  liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  their  appearance. 

Mr.  Barry  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  remaindermen, 
argued  that,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  (8  &  9  VicL  c.  18,  s.  80),  the  company  ought  to 
pay  the  costs  of  all  the  parties  to  the  present  petition, 
which  had  necessarily  been  presented  both  in  the  suit 
and  the  matter.  He  relied  on  Picard  v.  Mitchell  (a) ; 
Re  Hull  and  Selby  Railway  Company  (i). 

Mr. 

(fl)  12  B€Qv,  486.  (6)  5  Railw.  Cos,  458. 

YOL.  XXVI.  D  D 


1859. 


Re 

The 

Lancashiri 

AND 

Yorkshire 
Railway 
Company. 
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WiLsoir 


Mr.  Warren,  for  the  trustees  of  the  separation  deed, 
also  asked  for  their  costs. 


AND 

YoucraiRi 
Railway 

COMPAMT. 


FoiTBs.  Mr.  J.  J.  Hamilton  Humphreys,  for  the  company. 

^  It  was  not  necessary  to  serve  the  trustees  of  the  se- 

LARCASHnim  paration  deed  or  the  remaindermen  with  this  petition; 
for  the  orders  authorized  by  the  8  &  9  Vici,  c.  18,  s.  69, 
are,  by  the  70th  section,  to  be  made  **  on  the  petition 
of  the  party  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  lands,**  that  is,  by  Mrs.  WtUon,  But 
even  if  they  were  necessary  parties,  thej  should  ha?e 
joined  as  co- Petitioners,  or,  as  they  support  the  appli- 
cation, they  ought  not,  as  Respondents,  to  have  ap- 
peared at  all  at  the  hearing.  The  company  is  therefore 
only  liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  Petitioner. 


In  Hore  ▼.  SmitA,  lie  The  Somth  Devon  Railway 
Company  s  Act  (a),  V.  C.  Knight  Bruce  held,  that  where 
a  sum  of  money  had  been  paid  into  G>urt,  for  the  par- 
chase  of  land,  to  the  account  of  a  railway  company, 
and  there  being  a  suit  which  rendered  it  necessary  to 
present  the  petition  for  payment  of  the  money  in  the 
matter  of  the  company's  act  and  in  the  cause,  the  com- 
pany were  liable  to  pay  only  the  costs  occasioned  by 
the  petition  being  presented  in  the  matter  of  the  act, 
and  the  costs  of  the  parties  were  directed  to  be  costs  in 
the  cause. 


Tkt  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Jtfu.  H«  I  am  of  v^piuion  that  the  company  cannot  be  required 

to  pay  the  costs  of  the  remaindermen  or  of  the  trustees. 
I  concur  in  the  decision  in  Hore  r.  Smiih,  and  I  am 

also 
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also  of  opinion  that  on  applications  for  the  re-investment  1859. 
of  coiupensatioa  money  in  land,  the  parties  ought  to 
join  in  the  petition,  which  they  might  have  done  under 
the  act,  if  not  in  the  cause.  The  trustees  and  remainder- 
men who  approved  of  this  purchase  and  of  the  invest- 
ment in  land  ought  not  to  have  appeared  as  Respon-    Lancashire 

AND 

dents,  and  I  cannot  require  the  company  to  pay  their    Yorkshire 

costs.  Railway 

Company. 

The  company  must  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  Petitioner 
and  the  costs  of  serving  the  other  parties  with  the  pe- 
tition, but  not  the  costs  of  the  appearance  of  the  re- 
maindermen and  of  the  trustees,  which,  in  my  opinion, 
was  unnecessary.  All  that  was  necessary  was  an  affi- 
davit of  service  on  them. 

The  extra  costs  may  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  Court. 


dd2 
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1859. 


COURSE  V.  HUMPHREY. 

Jan.  13,  14. 

Two  trustees,    fTlHIS  suit  was  instituted  by  the  widow  of  the  testator 

who  severed  *">      I  . 

their  defences,  against  Humphrey  and  Hat/ward,  the  executors 

onrsetd^fos^  ^"^  trustees  of  his  estate.    The  bill  imputed  misconduct 
only.    One  of  to  both,  and  it  sought  to  remove  them,  and  to  charge 

answer  im-      them  with  interest  on  their  balances. 

puted  mis- 
conduct to  tho 
other,  which  The  two  executors  severed  in  their  defences,  and  put 

rendered  it        j^  ggparate  answers.    HumphreVy  by  his  answer,  imputed 
necessary  for  '  r       j^    j  . 

him  to  sever,     misconduct  to  his  co-executor,  which  he  said  had  ren- 

and  he  asked      jj*i  i»L*i  'l'jt 

for  the  whole    dered  it  necessary  for  him  to  sever  m  his  defence, 
costs.    The 

Court  being  ,     ,  t       .       i  i      #.  hot 

unable,  on  the       ^  decree  having  been  made  for  an  account,  73/.  was 

answers,  to        found  due  from   Humphrey,  and   29/.  from  Hapward. 

determine  the  .         . 

question,  left     The  cause  came  on  for  further  directions,  and  the  only 

the  TaxinT      question  was  as  to  the  costs  of  the  trustees. 
Master. 

Mr.  Waller,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  the  trustees 
were  not  justified  in  severing  in  their  defences,  and  in 
incurring  two  sets  of  costs.  He  asked  that,  in  the  tax- 
ation, they  might  be  allowed  one  set  of  costs  only. 

Mr.  Smale,  for  Humphrei/y  argued,  first,  that  the 
form  of  the  bill  justified  the  trustees  in  severingj  and, 
secondly,  that  if  the  Court  allowed  them  one  set  of  costs 
only,  then  that  Humphrey  was  entitled  to  it,  inasmuch 
as  the  suit  had  been  occasioned  by  the  misconduct  of 
his  co-trustee  Hayward. 

Mr.  Tripp,  for  Hayvcard,  said,  that  he  was  ready  to 
pay  the  small  balance  found  due  from  him^  and  he 

argued 
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argued,  that  there  had  been  nothing  in  his  conduct  1859. 

which  could  justify  his  being  deprived  of  his  costs,  or,  ^-^n^^^ 

at  least,  of  his  share,  if  one  set  only  should  be  allowed  ^, 

to  the  two  trustees.  Humpurey. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  /an.  14. 

After  perusing  the  answer  carefully,  I  still  think  that 
I  cannot  make  the  Plaintiff  pay  more  than  one  set  of 
costs.  It  is  one  of  the  misfortunes  incidental  to  the 
acceptance  of  a  trust,  that  it  occasionally  involves  the 
trustee  in  litigation  and  expense,  through  the  mis- 
conduct of  his  co-trustee,  even  when  he  himself  acts 
with  perfect  propriety.  This  possibly  may  be  a  case  of 
that  description,  but  if  so,  it  does  not  appear  on  the 
evidence  before  me ;  and  as  the  case  stands,  I  see 
nothing  to  justify  the  severing  of  the  two  trustees. 

It  may  be,  that  the  misconduct  of  Hayward  com- 
pelled Humphrey  to  act  and  answer  solely,  in  which 
case,  the  costs  ought  to  be  given  to  Humphrey  and 
denied  to  Hayward;  but  I  cannot  determine  that  to 
my  satisfaction  as  between  co-Defendants  on  the  an- 
swers, which  is  the  only  evidence  before  me  on  this 
point.  If  they  were  allowed  to  go  into  evidence  they 
would  be  entitled  to  have  the  issue  heard  and  deter- 
mined, which  is  contrary  to  the  practice,  and  would 
involve  a  great  and  useless  expense. 

They  must  have  but  one  set  of'costs,  and  the  division 
must  be  left  to  the  Taxing  Master. 
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1869. 


MASON  V.  BATESON. 

Jan.  27,  28. 

Beqaetttoall  TI^Y  bis  will^  dated  in  1832,  the  testator  gave  his 
•ont  an?^  "^  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees, 
daughter!  of  upon  trust  for  his  daughter  Ede  for  life,  and  afterwards 
'  'who  ""^  ^^^  ^^^  children.  The  testator  then  proceeded  in  the 
the  aiegi-  following  terms : — "  And  I  do  hereby  direct,  that  in 
A.  Held,  that  case  my  said  daughter  shall  die  without  leaving  lawful 
the  illegitimate  jggQg  hgr  surviving,  or  leaving  such  issue  all  of  whom 
could  not  take,  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the 

whole  of  the  rents,  interests,  dividends  and  produce  of 
my  said  real  and  personal  estate  shall  remain  and  be  in 
trust  for  my  said  wife,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 
natural  life,  and  after  her  decease,  the  whole  of  my  said 
real  and  personal  estates  and  effects  shall  go,  remain 
and  be  in  trust  for  all  and  every  my  nephews  and 
nieces,  the  sons  and  daughters  of  my  said  sister  Re- 
becca  Mason,  including  who  the 

illegitimate  of  the  said  Rebecca  MaBon,  equally 

to  be  divided  between  and  amongst  them,  share  and 
share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  their,  his  or  her 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns.' 

The  testator  died  in  1 853. 


It  appeared  that  in  1807,  the  testator's  sister  Rebecca 
had  married  Thomas  Mason,  and  that,  prior  thereto,  she 
had  had  three  illegitimate  children  by  him.  She  had 
also  two  legitimate  children  after  her  marriage,  and  she 
died  in  1857.  The  evidence  shewed  that  these  five 
children  had  been  all  brought  up  alike  by  Thomas  Ma- 

son. 


yy 
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son,  without  distinction,  and  that  he  regarded  them  all 
alike.  The  children  were  born  as  follows : — 1797,  Har- 
riet.  1801,  Sarah.  1806,  John.  1813,  Hannah.  1815, 
Henry. 

The  testator's  daughter  had  married  and  was  living, 
but  she  had  no  children. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Harriet,  Sarah  and  John,  the 
three  illegitimate  children  of  the  testator's  sister,  pray- 
ing a  declaration  that  they  were  entitled  to  three  equal 
fifth  parts  of  the  testator's  real  and  residuary  personal 
estates,  subject  to  the  life  interest  therein  of  the  testa- 
tor's daughter  Ede,  and  the  contingent  interest  of  her 
children,  if  any  she  should  have. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Htisk,  for  the  PlaintifiTs, 
argued  that  the  gift  was  not  rendered  invalid  by  the 
blanks,  which  had  been  left  in  order  to  specify  the  names, 
for,  independently,  there  was  a  clear  gift  to  "a/Z"  the 
children,  ''  including"  the  illegitimate.  That  this  plain 
gift  was  not  rendered  inoperative  for  want  of  the  ad- 
ditional description. 

Mr.  T.  Stevens,  for  Hannah  and  her  husband. 
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1869. 


Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  testator's  daughter  and  her  hus- 
band, cited  Pratt  v.  Maihew(a);  Taylor  v.  Richard- 
son  (&) ;  Doe  d.  Gord  v.  Needs  (c). 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  the  trustees  and 
executors.  The  gift  is  void  for  uncertainty,  for  it  does 
not  specify  which  of  the  illegitimate  children  are  to 
be  included.    Again,  a  gift  to  a  class  after  a  tenancy  for 

life 


(o)  22  Been,  328. 
(6)  2  Drew.  16. 


(c)  2M.SfW.  129. 
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1859.  '''^  inciudes  all  born  before  the  expiration  of  the  life 
estate,  and  would  therefore  include  future  bom  illegiti- 
mate as  well  as  future  bom  legitimate  childreo.  Bot 
they  cannot  take  together,  and  besides,  such  a  gift  to 
future  illegitimate  children  would  be  void;  Iilimgwortk 
r.  Cooke  (a). 

Mr.  Palmer  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  his  present  impres- 
sion was,  that  the  Plaintiffs  could  not  take ;  that  the 
testator,  no  doubt,  intended  to  611  up  the  blanks,  which 
it  was  possible  to  do  in  many  different  ways,  by  in- 
serting the  singular  or  plural,  and  the  different  combi- 
nations of  the  names  of  the  three  illegitimate  children; 
but  that  if  the  Court  supplied  the  blanks  in  any  odc 
of  those  ways,  it  would  be  making  a  will  for  the  testator. 

He  also  said,  that  if  the  words  "all  and  every"  were 
introduced,  that  might  include  future  born  illegitimate 
children  as  well  as  future  born  legitimate  children,  which 
would  make  the  gift  invalid. 

(o)  9  Hare,  37. 


Jan,  28.  The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls  retained  his  opinion,  and 

dismissed  the  bill  without  costs. 
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1859. 


BEDDOESr.  PUGH.  fV^ 

TylLLIAM  PUGH  married  in  1816.    There  was  A  tenant  or 

•  f  u-  n         u-M  •       urn-        life  had  power 

issue  of  his  marriage  five  children,  viz.,  William  to  appoint,  to 

BuckUy  Pugh,  his  eldest  son,  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Bed-  anyofhischa- 

•^         "^    '  drcn,  an  es- 

does  and  three  others.  tate,  which,  ia 

default,  was 
limited  to  his 

A  settlement,  dated  the  9lh  of  April,  1816,  was  exe-  ^^f  "^^JIJI^^" 

cuted  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  Pughj  of  certain  lands  in  eldest  son  at- 

the  county  of  Montgomery,  whereby  they  were  limited  q^\^  Janu-' 

to  the  use  of  William  Pugh  for  his  life,  with  remainder  cry,  1841,  and 

to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  sur-  ^hg  father  ap- 

vivor,  to  the  use  of  such  one  or  more,  exclusively  of  the  poin*^^  th« 

estate  to  him 
Other  or  others,  of  the  child  or  children  of  the  mari'iage,  absolutely.  la 

or  of  the  issue  of  any  of  the  same  child  or  children  who  ^^^'  a  th 

should  predecease  the  survivor  of  the  father  and  mother  son  mortgaged 

!••  /•  i.i.1  j'j.1  J*  I.   the  estate  for 

leaving  issue,  for  such  estates  and  interests,  and  mi  such  ^j^^  father's 
parts  and   proportions,  as    William   Pugh  should,   by  ^cbts,  and  in 

A     A  u  '    y    A'     A  P     U     P  '   .        \  July^ihefa- 

deed  or  will,  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  or  ther  and  eldest 

so  far  as  such  appointment  should  not  extend,  then  to  f°°  conveyed 

tne  estate  to  ft 

the  use  of  the  first  son  of  the  intended  marriage,  his  triutee,  to  in- 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Sn^Samrt* 

the  mortgage 
debts,  and  then 

The  Defendant,  William  Buckley  Pugh,  the  eldest  to  sell  and  di- 
son  of  the  marriage,  attained  twenty-one  on  the  21st  of  Ijugbetwe'" 
January,  1841.     At  that  time,  his  father,  who  had  a  all  the  children 

equally.    Sem- 
very  lie,  that  the 

latter  deed 
was  not  void  as  part  of  a  transaction  constituting  a  fraud  on  the  power ;  but  held,  that 
the  deed  of  July  must  be  treated  as  valid  until  set  aside  by  an  inaependent  proceeding 
for  that  purpose  in  a  suit,  by  a  younger  child,  to  carry  it  into  execution. 


Dates. 


1816,  Settlement. 


21  Jan.  1841,  W,  B.  P.  attained  21.    .  19  July       „     Settlement. 


19  Feb,     „     Appointment. 


5  Mtiy,  1841,  Mortgages. 


Mar.  1842,  \V.  P.  died. 


Bkodoka 
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1859.  ^^J  Isifgc  an^ettled  estate,  incoiiifaaed  appuentlj  to 
it3  full  Talue,  was  in  great  pecmuarj  distress.  To 
relicTe  him  frocn  bis  dificultj,  and  ^neaciie  the  m- 

Pqgk.  settled  property,  he  was  Terr  desiroiis  of  obtaiaiiig  tke 
assistance  of  his  eldest  son  in  rainag  maner  <mi  tlie 
secnritT  of  the  settled  estates.  AcconBoghr,  fer  this 
parpose,  the  father,  in  the  following  moathy  nmmeijy  on 
the  I9th  of  Febrman/^  I34I,  irrefocabij  appointed  all 
the  settled  property  to  his  eldest  son,  WUBmm  Smdda/ 
Pn^ky  in  fee;  and  on  the  5th  of  May  fbllowuig;,  the 
&ther  and  the  son  jointly  executed  fbor  mortgages^ 
whereby  the  settled  estates  were  mortgaged  for  Tarioiis 
debt»  of  the  father,  amoonting  in  tfie  wliole  to  apwards 
of  28,t300i 

By  indoitore  dated  die  I9th  of  JAf^  1841,  and  ex- 
pressed to  be  made  between  iniSm  Pmgk  oi  the  first 
part,  WilKaM  Bmehley  Pmgk  of  the  second  part,  the 
Plaintiff,  3Irs.  BeddoeSy  and  the  other  three  cbildieo, 
of  the  third  part,  and  a  tmstee  of  the  fourth  part, 
(after  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  that  there  were 
four  children  of  If7//i£ai  Pmgi  besides  the  Defendant 
WilKam  Buckley  Pmgh,  and  that  WUBam  Pmgh  and 
Wittiam  BmckUy  Pugk  were  desirons  that  some  pro- 
Tision  shoald  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  children, 
and  that  they  had  agreed  to  execute  such  conreyance 
and  settlement  for  that  purpose,  as  therein  contained, 
WilKam  Pugh  coTenanted  with  WUlmm  BmtMey  Pmgh, 
that  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  comprised  in 
the  thereinbefore  mentioned  indentures  of  mortgage, 
executed  by  William  Pmgk  prerioos  to  and  in  Mag 
then  last,  shouki  be  a  securi^  to  WUIiam  Bmckkg 
Pmgk  for  his  indemnity  against  all  losses^  in  conse- 
quence of  bis  joining  in  the  same  indentures)  William 
Pmgk  and  William  Bmckleg  Pmgky  according  to  their 
respectire  estates,  granted  to  the  tmslee  and  his  heirs 

the 
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the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  the  9th 
of  April,  1816,  and  all  and  singular  the  other  heredita- 
ments comprised  in  the  several  mortgages^  to  hold  the 
same,  subject  to  the  said  mortgages  and  indemnity, 
unto  the  trustee,  upon  trust  for  sale  and  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds to  indemnify  William  Buckley  Pugh,  and,  subject 
thereto,  to  pay  470/.  to  one  of  the  children  (Miss  Pugh), 
and,  subject  thereto,  to  invest  the  trust  moneys  and  to 
stand  possessed  thereof,  in  trust  for  the  five  children  of 
William  Pugh,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common. 


1859. 


A  memorandum  was  delivered  and  explained  to 
William  Buckley  Pugh  before  he  executed  this  deed, 
which  was  to  the  following  effect: — "  In  pursuance  of 
the  trusts  of  his  marriage  settlement,  Mr.  Pugh  had 
certain  property  for  his  own  life,  with  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment, after  his  death,  in  such  manner  as  he  should 
think  fit  amongst  his  children.  To  prevent  the  sale  of 
the  property  (which  would  not  have  fetched  nearly  what 
it  may  at  some  future  period)  held  by  certain  parties  as 
security  for  various  sums  of  money,  Mr.  Pugh  subjected 
his  life  estate  above  mentioned  to  the  payment  of  such 
sums,  and,  to  render  the  security  still  better,  exercised  a 
power  of  appointment  over  the  trust  estate  in  favour  of 
bis  eldest  son  alone,  who  then  joined  with  his  father  in 
securing  the  said  sums  on  the  trust  estates,  it  being, 
however,  always  understood,  between  the  father  and 
son,  that  the  trust  property  should  ultimately  (subject 
to  the  charges  affecting  it)  be  settled  for  the  benefit  of 
all  Mr.  Pugh's  children  equally.  The  accompanying 
deed  carries  out  this  intention,  giving,  however,  470/.  to 
Miss  Pugh  in  addition  to  her  share.  There  is  a  full 
power  of  revocation  contained  in  the  deed  exercisable 
by  Mr.  Pugh  and  his  eldest  son  jointly." 


On  the  same  day,  Mr.  Pugh  made  his  will,  whereby 

he 
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1859.  he  g^ve  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  his  eldest  son,  William  Buckley  Pugh  (except  the 
settled  property^  over  which  he  thereby  stated  he  had 

Pugh.  already  exercised  the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to 
him),  upon  trust  for  the  equal  benefit  of  himself  and  the 
other  children,  share  and  share  alike. 

In  the  following  month  of  March,  1842,  William  Pugh 
died,  and  in  1845,  the  Defendant,  WiiUam  Buckley 
Pugk,  filed  a  bill  against  the  mortgagee  to  set  aside  the 
deeds  by  which  those  debts  were  charged  on  the  settled 
estates.  The  suit  was  subsequently  compromised  in  a 
mode  which  was  not  fully  explained,  but  which  sub- 
stantially removed  the  greater  part  of  those  incum- 
brances from  the  land. 

William  Buckley  Pugh,  having  refused  to  account  to 
Mrs.  Beddoes  for  her  share  of  the  produce  of  the  settled 
estates,  to  which  she  was  entitled  under  the  trusts  of 
the  deed  of  1841,  she  and  her  husband  filed  this  bill 
against  him  and  the  other  children^  praying  a  declara- 
tion that  William  Buckley  Pugh  was  a  tmstee  for  him- 
self and  his  brother  and  sisters,  equally,  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  which  William  Pugh 
died  seised  and  possessed,  and  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  comprised  in  the  marriage  settlement  of 
the  9th  oi  April,  1816,  appointed  by  William  Pugh  to 
William  Buckley  Pugh,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  in- 
cumbrances affecting  the  same  and  the  indemnity,  if 
any,  to  which  William  Buckley  Pugh  might  be  entitled 
under  the  deed  of  the  19th  o(  January,  1841. 

That  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  William  Pugh  and  the 
incumbrances  affecting  the  same  and  the  settled  pro- 
perty so  appointed,  and  for  a  receiver. 

The 
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The  Defendant  William  Buckley  Pugh  insisted  that  1859. 
his  concurrence  in  the  transaction  of  1841  had  been 
improperly  obtained,  and  that  the  appointment  by  the 
donee  of  the  power  for  his  own  benefit  was  a  fraud  on 
the  power  and  wholly  void.  The  effect  of  this  would 
be  to  give  the  settled  estates  to  him  alone  as  the  eldest 
son,  as  in  default  of  appointment. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  F.  Villiers  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Goldsmid  and  Mr.  Eddis  for  the  Defendant  Wil- 
Uam  Buckley  Pugh, 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Bevir  for  the  other  Defendants. 


TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  to  carry  into  effect  the  trusts  declared  April  20. 
in  a  deed  of  the  19th  of  July,  1841,  executed  by  the 
Defendant  William  Buckley  Pugh,  The  Plaintiffs  are 
bis  sister  (one  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  that  deed) 
and  her  husband.  The  two  last  Defendants  are  also 
cestuis  que  trust  under  the  deed,  but  they  disclaim  all 
interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  this  -suit. 

The  first  and  principal  Defendant  contests  the  validity 
of  the  deed ;  he  contends  that  it  was  part  of  a  transaction 
whereby  the  donee  of  the  power  executed  it  for  his  own 
benefit,  and  induced  the  Defendant,  who  was  his  son, 
to  unite  with  him  and  become  his  instrument  in  the 
matter,  and  that  consequently  the  whole  transaction  is 
void,  and  that  the  Court  can  give  no  effect  to  any  part 
of  it. 

I  concur  in  thinking:  it  difficult  to  understand  how 
the  execution  of  the  powers  to  effect  mortgages  of  the 
settled  estates  to  secure  the  debts  of  the  father  could 

have 
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1859.  have  been  sustained;  but  the  question  before  me  is, 
whether  the  deed  of  19th  July^  1841,  is  so  intimately 
connected  with  the  mortgages,  and  with  the  appoint- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  effecting  those  mortgages,  that 
it  must  be  treated  as  wholly  void  by  this  Court. 

But  assuming  that  the  appointment  of  the  19th  FeJh 
ruary,  1841,  made  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  father 
to  charge  the  settled  estates  with  his  debts,  is  altogether 
bad,  this  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  dispose  of  the  question 
before  me.  If  the  appointment  had  never  been  made, 
but  that  the  son  had  executed  a  declaration  of  trust  of  the 
estates  in  favor  of  himself  and  his  brothers  and  sisters, 
and  that  in  consideration  of  his  having  so  done,  the 
father  had  abstained  from  executing  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment, would  this  Court  have  allowed  the  son  to  say, 
that  the  deed  so  executed  by  him  was  not  binding 
upon  him,  and  that  the  whole  was  to  be  disregarded? 
1  think  not.  I  think  that  this  Court  would,  in  that 
case,  have  compelled  him  to  carry  such  deed  into  exe- 
cution. If  that  be  so,  then  this  question  will  arise: — 
would  its  connection  with  an  exercise  of  the  power  of 
appointment  for  charging  the  estate  make  it  void  ?  It 
must,  I  think,  be  held  to  be  established  by  the  cases, 
and  particularly  by  Daubeny  v.  Cockbum  (a),  which  I 
consider  accurately  to  expound  the  existing  law  on  the 
subject,  that  the  appointment,  being  partly  for  a  pur- 
pose beneficial  to  the  donee  of  the  power,  was  a  fraud 
on  the  power,  and  that  in  consequence  the  whole  ap- 
pointment was  bad.  But  if  the  deed  of  July,  1841, 
were  to  be  regarded  in  the  way  I  have  suggested,  namely, 
as  a  declaration  of  trust,  by  the  eldest  son,  in  pursuance 
of  an  arrangement  between  him  and  his  father,  and 
wholly  apart  from  the  raising  money  on  the  estate,  and 
that  in  consideration  of  this  arrangement  the  father  has 

not 

(a)  1  Mer.  C43. 
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not  exercised  the  power  of  appointment  vested  in  bim,        1869. 
it  would  be  difficult  to  see  how  it  could  be  made  invalid 
by  the  fact  of  its  being  made  contemporaneously  with, 
although  distinct  from,  other  transactions,  which  are 
themselves  bad. 

Assume  that  the  deed  of  Jultfy  1841,  had  recited, 
that  doubts  were  entertained  whether  the  deed  of 
February y  1841,  was  or  was  not  void  as  being  a  fraud 
on  the  power,  and  that  if  it  was  so,  the  settled  property 
would  go  as  in  default  of  appointment,  and  the  father, 
in  that  event,  not  wishing  to  make  a  fresh  appointment, 
bnt  trusting  to  his  son,  had,  in  consequence  of  his  exe- 
cuting the  deed  in  question,  agreed  with  his  son,  and  de- 
termined not  to  attempt  to  make  any  further  exercise  of 
the  power  of  appointment  vested  in  him  by  the  deed  of 
Aprils  1816;  could  it,  in  that  case,  have  been  successfully 
contended,  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  void  appointment 
being  simultaneous  with  this  deed,  (even  if  such  had 
been  the  case,)  would  necessarily  avoid  the  whole  trans- 
action? I  think  it  impossible  to  carry  the  argument  to 
that  extent. 

Then  this  question  arises  : — whether,  in  the  events  I 
have  suggested,  the  deed  of  July ^  1841,  would  not  be 
good,  although  all  the  previous  deeds  were  void  ?  and 
whether,  upon  the  evidence  of  the  whole  transaction, 
taken  together,  and  looking  at  the  accompanying  me- 
morandum and  the  will  of  the  testator,  such  suggested 
case  is  not  a  correct  statement  of  the  real  transaction  ? 

It  is  true  that  the  deed  oi  July,  1841,  bears  date  only 
two  months  after  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  deeds, 
and  only  five  after  the  exercise  and  execution  of  the 
power  of  appointment;  but  does  this  alter  the  real 
nature  of  the  transaction  ?    Would  it  have  been  in  any 

way 
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1859.  way  different,  if  the  deed  of  the  19th  July,  1841,  had 
been  executed  ten  or  twelve  years  later,  supposing  the 
father  had  lived  so  long?  I  think  not,  and  in  my 
opinion  that  cannot  affect  the  question  or  render  the 
transaction  invalid  if  it  were  originally  valid. 

It  is  material,  therefore,  to  consider  the  way  in  which 
the  two  deeds  are  dependent  upon  and  connected  with 
each  other.  If  they  are  distinct  transactions,  the  cir- 
cumstance of  their  being  connected  in  date  is  imma- 
terial. To  some  extent  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  they 
are  united  in  substance,  because  the  deed  of  the  19th 
of  July^  1841,  proceeds  on  the  assumption  that  the 
appointment  of  February,  1841,  is  a  valid  exercise  of 
the  power.  But  in  order  to  consider  whether  the  con- 
nections between  those  deeds  taints  the  latter  with  the 
invalidity  of  the  former,  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
whether  the  execution  of  the  former  was  essential  for 
the  execution  of  the  latter,  or  whether  the  latter  deed 
might  not  have  been  executed  without  any  exercise  of 
the  power  of  appointment  at  all. 

If  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment  was 
essential  to  give  validity  to  the  deed  of  J^i/Zy,  1841,  then 
the  failure  of  the  appointment  destroys  the  effect  of  the 
subsequent  deed,  but  if  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
appointment  was  a  mere  accidental  accessary,  then  the 
deed  of  July,  1841,  must  stand  or  fall  on  its  own  merits. 
What  I  have  therefore  to  look  at  is  the  real  effect  of 
the  deed  of  July,  1841,  and  whether  the  effect  of  it  be  or 
be  not  the  settlement  of  estates  coming  to  the  son  upon 
their  being  vested  in  him  in  possession,  whether  under 
the  deed  of  appointment  or  in  default  of  any  appoint- 
ment at  all?  and  if  this  be  the  true  effect  and  character 
of  the  deed,  it  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  fail  in  a  Court 
of  Equity  by  reason  of  the  invalidity  of  the  exercise  of 

the 
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the  power  of  appointment.    The  deed  is  made  between 
the  father  of  the  first  part,  the  eldest  son  of  the  second, 
the  four  younger  children  of  the  marriage  of  the  third 
part,  and  William  Fraser  (the  trustee)  of  the  fourth 
part.    The  deed  recites  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
appointment,  it  recites  the  mortgage  deeds,  and  all  the 
preyious  incumbrances  on  the  estate,  but  the  recitals, 
which  are  expressive  of  the  purpose  and  object  for 
which  the  deed  was  executed,  and  which  come  imme- 
diately before  the  operative  part,  seem  io  me  to  be 
independent  of  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment, 
and  irrespective  of  the  purposes  for  which  that  appoint- 
ment was  made.  They  are  to  this  effect : — that  William 
Buckley  Pugh  joined  in  the  indenture  of  mortgage  of 
May^  1841,  on  an  agreement  that  he  should  be  indem- 
nified out  of  the  real  and  personal  property  of  William 
Piigh^  and  that  the  indemnity  should  be  provided  for 
as  hereinafter  mentioned.     The  next  recital  is,  that  the 
equity  of  redemption  is  vested  in  William  Pugh  for  life, 
and   on   his  death  in  William  Buckley  Pugk,  for  an 
absolute  estate  in  fee  simple.    That  would  be  so  either 
under  the  power  of  appointment  or  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, if  that  were  the  arrangement  between  the 
father  and  the  son.     It  then  recites,  that  there  are  four 
children  of  the  marriage  besides  the  eldest,  and  then 
comes  the  operative  part  of  the  deed,  which  makes  all 
the  real  and  personal  estate,  in  the  first  instance,  an  in- 
demnity to  the  son,  and  then  directs  them  to  be  sold  and 
the  money  to  be  equally  divided  among  the  children. 
The  provision  for  the  younger  children  of  William  Pugh 
is  quite  distinct  from  the  indemnity  given  to  William 
Buckley  Pugh^  and  the  object  of  the  deed  seems  to  me 
to  be,  afker  providing  for  the  indemnity  of  the  eldest 
son,  to  secure  a  provision  for  all  the  children  out  of  the 
settled  estates.     I  think  it  impossible  to  say  that  this 
provision  is  ipso  facto  void,  because  the  interest  of  the 
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eldest  son  in  the  estate  at  that  time  arose  iinder  what  I 
assume  to  be  an  invalid  appointment.  The  recital  seems 
to  point  to  a  settlement  of  the  remainder  in  fee  in  the 
estate  vested  in  the  eldest  son,  bat  the  proTisiotw  id  the 
deed  might  be  held  binding  on  him,  whether  this  re- 
mainder in  fee  became  vested  in  him  either  by  virtue 
of  the  execution  of  the  power  of  appointment,  or  ia 
default  of  appointment. 


The  question  before  me  is,  whether  the  reversion  in 
fee,  being  vested  in  the  son  (although  not  by  the  means 
which  he  and  his  father  then  believed),  either  by  the 
act  of  the  father  or  by  his  abstinence  from  doing  an  act 
to  prevent  it,  this  declaration  of  trust  is  not  to  take 
eflPect  at  all  ? 


Suppose  the  father  had,  by  his  will,  stated  this  deed 
and  the  arrangement  between  the  son  and  himself,  and 
that  in  consequence  thereof,  he  had  appointed  the  estates 
to  his  son  in  fee,  could  it  be  contended  that  the  son 
would  not  be  bound  by  the  provisions  of  this  deed? 
Suppose,  instead  of  making  such  an  appointment,  be 
had  referred,  in  the  same  manner,  to  the  arrangement 
between  the  son  and  himself,  and  in  order  to  carry  it 
into  effect  had  expressed  his  intention  not  to  execute 
the  power  of  appointment  in  favour  of  his  son,  and  had 
allowed  the  estate  to  go  to  his  son  as  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, would  that  mode  have  varied  the  case  ?  The 
question  is,  whether  the  last  suggested  case  is  not  the 
real  truth  of  the  transaction,  and  whether  the  fact  of 
the  simultaneous  dates  of  the  deed,  memorandom  and 
will  do  not  establish  this  proposition  ? 

But,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  de- 
cide that  question  at  present.  The  question  before  me 
is,  whether  the  deed  is  ipso  facto,  upon  the  fece  of  it 

and 
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and  with  the  siMTouDding  circumstances,  void,  because  1869. 
if  it  be  not,  so  long  as  it  stands,  the  cestuis  que  tru»i 
under  it  are  entitled  to  call  on  this  Court  to  carry  its 
provisions  into  effect  for  their  benefit,  they  being  in  no  Pooh. 
respect  tainted  with  any  conduct  which  can  disqualify 
them  from  receiving  any  benefit  intended  to  be  secured 
to  them  by  its  provisions.  My  opinion  is,  that  it  is  not 
Yoid  on  the  face  of  it,  and  that  until  this  deed  has  been 
declared  to  be  void,  and  ordered  to  be  delivered  up  to 
be  cancelled,  this  Court  must  act  on  its  provisions. 

I  also  think  that  a  declaration  of  the  invalidity  of  the 
deed  could  only,  if  at  all,  be  made  in  a  suit  regularly 
instituted  for  that  purpose  by  yVilliam  Buckley  Pugh  ; 
and  that,  even  if  it  were  my  opinion  that  in  a  suit  pro- 
perly instituted  for  that  purpose  such  a  decree  would  be 
made,  it  would  not  be  competent  to  this  Court  to  make 
such  a  decree  or  order  on  behalf  of  a  Defendant  in  the 
present  suit. 

Another  question  was  raised  at  the  hearing  on  the 
construction  of  this  deed,  which,  it  was  contended,  pre- 
vented the  Plaintiff  from  having  any  interest  under  it ; 
the  argument  being,  that  the  first  witnessing  part,  pro- 
perly understood,  excluded  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
and  confined  it  to  an  indemnity  to  William  Buckley 
Pugky  who  was  to  receive  the  whole  of  the  money  to 
be  produced  from  the  sale  of  the  property,  and  if  so 
understood,  it  must  shew  that  the  recital  did  not  pro- 
perly represent  the  object  of  the  deed,  which  must  receive 
a  more  limited  effect.  But  I  disposed  of  this  at  the 
hearing.  I  do  not  think  the  operative  parts  of  the  deed 
have  the  limited  effect  suggested.  I  think  the  recital 
and  the  operative  part  agree,  and  that  both  point  to  the 
same  result,  viz.,  to  the  indemnity  of  the  son,  and  sub- 
ject thereto,  to  the  sale  of  the  settled  property  and  the 
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1859.  division  of  the  produce  of  it  amongst  the  children  of 
the  marriage :  that  is,  subject  to  the  mortgages^  if  the 
appointment  is  good,  but  if  the  mortgages  fail,  either 

Pooh.  wholly  or  partially,  it  will  simply  go  to  increase  the  re- 
sidue divisible  among  the  children. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  Plaintifls  are  entitled  to 
a  decree  for  an  account,  on  the  footing  of  the  deed  of 
July^  1841,  being  a  valid  and  subsisting  deed;  but,  for 
the  reasons  on  which  my  judgment  is  founded,  I  do  not 
propose  to  make  the  declaration  asked  for  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  though  the  account 
will  be  directed  on  the  same  footing  as  if  such  declara- 
tion had  been  made ;  neither  do  I  propose  to  introduce 
any  words  into  the  decree  expressing  that  it  is  to  be 
without  prejudice  to  the  Defendant  William  Buckley 
Pugh  filing  any  bill  he  may  be  advised,  to  set  aside  the 
deed  o(  Juh/y  1841,  but  I  mean  to  express  my  intention 
that  this  decree  should  be  so  framed  as  to  prevent  its 
being  pleaded  in  bar  of  any  such  suit,  in  case  any  such 
suit  should  be  instituted. 

As  the  other  Defendants  have  disclaimed  all  interest, 
the  bill  must  be  dismissed  against  them,  but  without 
costs,  for  on  the  face  of  the  deed  it  was  impossible  not 
to  make  them  parties. 
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TILLETT  V.  THE  CHARING  CROSS  BRIDGE 

COMPANY. 

March  16,  17. 

nniLLETT  was  entitled  to  certain  leaseholds  for  the  A  contract  for 

•  11*  t*     •  I'll      the  sale  of  land 

residue  of  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  which  the  provided,  that 
Defendants  required  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  one  party  was 
approaches  to  the  Charing  Cross  Bridge  on  the  Surrey  on  any  houses 
side  thereof.     The  company,  being  empowered  by  their  E™jr?hereon^ 
act  (a),  gave    Tillett  the  usual  notice  to  treat  for  the  by  the  other, 
purchase  of  the  lands  required,  whereupon  the  parties  ^"fference  that 
came  to  an   agreement,   which   was   signed   by  their  -4-  *nd  B.,  or 
respective  agents,  containing  (amongst  others  which  are  nees,  should 

immaterial)  the  following  provisions  : —  have  power  to 

^  °  "^  decide  any 

such  question. 

*'  Memorandum   of  heads  of  agreement  arranged  ^^no^^ 
by  Charles  Lee^  on  behalf  of  the  Charing  Cross  cision,  W<t 
Bridge  Company,  and  Richard  Augustus  Wit  hall  ^^uld  not  spe- 
on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Tillett,  July  4th,  1863.         cificallv  per- 

'        ^        '  form  the  con 

"The  company  to  pay  to  Messrs.  Tillett  the  sum 
of  6,500/.,  which  entitles  them  to  pull  down,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  street  shewn  by  the  white  strip 
on  the  plan,  the  houses  or  buildings  indicated  by  the 
following  numbers,  viz. — Nos.  3,  4,  6,  6,  7J,  30,  31, 32, 
33,  44,  45,  46,  63,  64, 66,  66,  69 J. 

''  The  old  materials  of  the  said  houses,  &c.  so  to  be 
pulled  down  to  be  the  company's. 

"  The  company  to  convey  to  Messrs.  Tillett  the  free- 
bold  of  the  ground  shewn  on  the  plan  by  a  red  colour. 

*^  Messrs. 

(a)  12  4  13  Vict,  c,  51. 
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1869.  "  Messrs.  Tillett  to  continue  liable  for  the  full  rent 

\^\,^^j      now  payable  by  them  to  the  Archbishop,  without  any 
Tillett      deduction  or  apportionment   in  respect  of  this  trans- 

ThbCharimq  action. 
Cross  Bridge 

Company.  « j|^g  ^^  ^^  houses  which  Messrs.  Tillett  may  build 
on  the  frontage  of  the  new  street,  it  is  understood  that 
both  the  company  and  themselves  are  greatly  aad 
mutually  interested  in  the  character  of  the  sireet,  as  a 
respectable  and  attractive  public  thoroughfare,  amd  tJu 
company  is  to  be  consulted  on  any  homes  proposed  by 
Messrs.  IHUett,  and  in  case  of  difference  between  the 
parties  on  this  point,  Messrs.  Charles  Lee  and  Richard 
Withall  or  their  nominee  shall  have  power  absolutely  to 
define  and  decide  any  such  question. 

'*  The  above  are  the  terms  agreed  by  us  on  behalf 
of  our  respective  principals. 

"  Charles  Lee. 

"  Richard  Augustus  WithallT 

This  was  a  suit  for  tbe  specific  performance  of  the 
above  contract,  or  if  the  Court  "  should  not  think  fit  so 
to  order,  then  that  the  contract  might  be  rescinded,  and 
that  the  company  might  make  proper  compensation  and 
satisfaction  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  the  injury  which  had 
been  sustained  by  them  as  aforesaid." 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  De  Gex  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued 
that  the  Court  might  decree  the  performance  of  this 
agreement.  That  the  Plaintiffs  might  waive  any  term 
in  it  which  was  for  their  benefit,  and  thus  remove  any 
objections  as  to  uncertainty.  That  as  to  tlie  houses  to 
be  built,  the  arbitrators  might  agree,  and  if  they  could 
not  arrange  on  a  plan  none  would  be  built,  but  that 
this  would  not  prevent  the  performance  of  the  contract 

Lastly, 
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Lastly^  that  tihe  ootice  to  treat  was  of  itself  a  sufficient        1859. 
contract.     They  cited  Marquis  of  Salisbury  v.  Great      ^^T^^^ 
Northern  Railway  Company  (a) ;    The  Regent* s  Canal  «. 

Company  v.   Ware{b);   Hawkes  v.   Eastern  Counties '^^  ^^j^^^^^ 
Railway  Company  (c) ;   Inge  v.    The  Birmingham,  i^c.      Cqmpaiix. 
Railway  Company  {d), 

Mr.  Baggallayj  for  the  Defendant.  First,  if  this  be  a 
concluded  agreement,  it  is  of  such  a  nature  that  this 
Court  cannot  decree  its  specific  performance.  The  dis- 
tinction between  this  case  and  Hawkes  v.  The  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  is,  that  there  the  bill  was  filed  before 
the  expiration  of  the  parliamentary  powers,  the  contrary 
is  the  case  here.  The  Court,  before  making  a  decree, 
will  see  that  it  has  the  power  to  enforce  the  performance 
of  the  whole  contract.  Here,  in  regard  to  the  houses 
to  be  built  in  the  new  street,  it  is  plainly  impossible,  for 
*^  the  company  is  to  be  consulted  on  any  houses  pro- 
posed by  Messrs.  Tillett,*'  this  is  perfectly  vague ;  ^*  and 
in  case  of  difference  Messrs.  Lee  &  Witliall  (or  their 
nominee)  are  to  have  power  absolutely  to  define  and 
decide  any  such  question."  The  Court  has  no  means 
of  compelling  the  arbitrators  to  decide  or  to  appoint  an 
umpire,  nor  can  it  cause  the  umpire  to  act,  and  yet  the 
contract  precludes  a  decision  in  any  other  way.  Where 
there  is  a  contract  to  sell  at  a  valuation  to  be  made  by 
A.y  the  Court  will  specifically  perform  it,  if  the  price 
has  been  settled,  but  while  it  is  left  undetermined,  the 
Court  will  not  interfere,  for  non  constat  that  A.  will 
ever  act.  The  case  of  Darbey  v.  Whitaker  (c)  is  pre- 
cbely  in  point. 

Secondly,  this  is  not  a  concluded  binding  agreement 
between  the  parties,  but  a  mere  preliminary  memoran- 
dum 

(fl)  17  Q.  B.  840.  ^5  H.o/L,  Ca$,  331. 

(6)  23  Beav.  575.  (c/)  3  Dt  G.,  M.  ^  G.  658. 

(c)  1  De  G.,  M.  (j-  G.  752  j  (e)  4  Dretrry,  134. 
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1869.       dum  intended  to  lead  to  a  future  perfect  agreement 
^^""^^      He  cited  Collier  ¥•  Mason  (a) ;  Collins  v.  Collins  (6). 

TiLLBTT 


O. 


S^.'^Sro:      Mr.  Lloyd  in  reply. 

COMPAMT. 


March  17. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Although,  upon  reading  the  evidence,  I  think  that  it 
was  intended  by  the  parties  on  both  sides  to  do  some- 
thing more  to  make  the  matter  more  formal  and  regular, 
still  I  think  that  the  memorandum  of  the  4th  of  Jufy, 
1853,  was  a  concluded  agreement  There  are  many 
cases  in  which  this  Court  has  enforced  the  performance 
of  contracts  in  this  preliminary  form,  and  where  the 
terms  were  to  be  afterwards  expanded  and  embodied 
into  a  more  perfect  agreement  by  the  solicitor,  on  in- 
structions for  that  purpose.  I  think  that  this  was  a 
concluded  agreement,  and  that,  if  there  was  no  other 
objection  to  it,  this  Court  would  enforce  it. 

The  question  then  turns  on  the  effect  of  the  agree- 
ment itself,  and  two  objections  were  taken  to  it,  one 
was,  that  the  statutory  powers  of  the  company  had  ex- 
pired, and  the  other  rested  on  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment itself. 


With  respect  to  the  expiration  of  the  powers  of  the 
company,  I  should  have  wished  to  have  looked  more 
fully  into  it  before  expressing  my  opinion  on  the  sub- 
ject, because  1  am  not  at  all  clear  that  the  distinction 
which  Mr.  Baggallay  tried  to  press  on  me,  and  which 
depends  on  whether  the  powers  were  gone  at  the  time 
the  bill  is  filed,  is  one  that  can  be  supported.     PrimA 

facie, 

(a)  25  Bern.  200.  (6)  AnU,  306. 


TiLLETT 
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/ade,  the  rights  and  liabilities  to  be  enforced  now  would        1869. 

depend  on  what  they  were  at  the  time  the  agreement 

was  eYitered  into.     It  is,  however^  unnecessary  to  go 

into  that  point  more  fully,  because,  on  looking  at  the  The  Charimq 

-  ,  .      1/.  T  #.      •   •        11  Cross  Bridob 

terms  of  the  agreement  itself,  I  am  of  opmion  that  there  Compamy. 
18  too  much  uncertainty  in  it  to  enable  the  Court  to 
carry  it  into  effect.  There  are  several  elements  of  un- 
certainty in  it,  but  I  only  intend  to  refer  to  one,  which 
was  principally  urged  before  me,  and  is  that  which 
relates  to  the  houses  to  be  built  on  the  frontage  of  the 
new  street.  I  concur  in  the  observation,  that  the  sort 
of  bouses  to  be  erected  was  an  essential  part  of  the  con- 
tract, and  that  it  was  intended  that  they  should  be  of  a 
character  and  description  to  be  settled  by  Mr.  Lee  on 
the  one  side,  and  by  Mr.  Withttll  on  the  other,  or  by 
their  nominee  if  they  differed. 

Before  the  bill  was  filed  they  had  settled  nothing, 
and  at  one  time  I  entertained  some  doubt  whether 
this  Court  would  refuse  specific  performance  in  a  case 
where  the  persons  on  whose  determination  the  matter 
was  to  depend,  being  distinctly  named,  it  was  not  shewn 
either  that  they  could  not  perform  or  that  they  had  re- 
pudiated the  duties  entrusted  to  them. 

I  bad  then  present  in  my  mind  a  case  which  I  have 
since  referred  to.  It  is  Gregory  v.  M^kell(a),  which, 
under  the  circumstance  which  occurred,  was  certainly  a 
strong  decision.  It  was  a  parol  agreement  for  a  lease 
for  twenty-one  years,  '*  at  a  fair  and  just  annual  rent  to 
be  fixed  and  ascertained  by  two  indifferent  persons,  the 
one  to  be  chosen  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  other  by  the  De- 
fendant, with  liberty  to  the  arbitratora,  in  case  of  their 
differing,  to  choose  one  or  more  umpires.*'     Certainly, 

nothing 

(d)  18  Ves.  328. 


TiLLBTT 

V. 
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1859.  nothing  <;ould  be  more  {?ague.  The  tentnt  was  put  in 
possession  and  remained  in  possession  eigbt  years,  and 
had  made  an  expenditure  on  tbe  land,  and  the  Master 
The  Chaaimq  of  the  RolU  decreed  a  specific  performance  of  that 
CoHFAMT.  agreement.  He  said,  that  the  tenant  had  no  other 
tide  to  possess  the  land,  and  therefore  his  possession 
was  j^imd  facie  to  be  referred  to  the  agreementi  find 
he  then  accounted  for  the  nonpaymemt  of  rent,  by  the 
circumstance,  that  the  rent  was  not  fixed  in  the  man* 
ner  stipulated.  He  then  says,  **  after  Jt  was  known 
that  the  arbitrators  had  not  fixed  any  rent,  and  that 
none  of  the  other  means,  provided  by  tbe  agreeiaent, 
were  resorted  to,  the  Defendant  istill  acquiesced  in  the 
Plaintifi*  retaining  possession  of  these  lands.  That  is 
a  case  in  which  the  failure  of  the  arbitrators  to  fix  the 
rent  can  never  affect  the  agreement.  It  is  in  part  per- 
formed, and  the  Court  must  find  some  means  of  com- 
pleting its  execution,  as,  I  have  already  said,  the  Plain- 
tiif  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  ti*eapas8er.  Some  rent 
be  must  pay ;  the  amount  must  be  fixed  in  some  other 
mode,  and  it  seems  to  me,  that  it  should  be  ascertained 
by  the  Master  without  sending  it  to  another  arbitration, 
which  might  possibly  end  in  the  same  way.  A  specific 
execution  of  this  agreement  must  therefore  be  decreed, 
the  Master  to  ascertain  what,  in  1799,  would  have  been 
the  fair  rent  of  these  premises,  upon  a  lease  for  twenty- 
one  years  from  that  year."  Now  that  certainly  did  ap- 
pear to  me  at  first  to  have  a  strong  bearing  on  the  pre- 
sent case,  but  it  was  a  peculiar  case,  and  much  stress 
was  laid  on  the  fact  of  eight  years'  possession,  which 
does  not  occur  here. 

In  Milnes  v.  Oery{a),  Sir  William  Qrant  also  felly 
considered  this  subject.  It  was  an  agreement  for  sale 
according  to  the  valuation  of  two  persons,  one  of  whom 

was 

(a)  14  Ve$.  407. 
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WAS  to  be  choees  by  each  side,  or  by  an  umpire  ap*  1859. 
pointed  by  the  two,  in  -case  of  disagreement.  They  dif-  ^-^^^^"^ 
fcred  in  their  estimate,  and  were  not  able  to  agree  upon  '*'"^' 
a  third  pereofi^  and  it  was  decided,  that  the  agneement  '^^*  (^ariim 
cooM  not  be  specifically  enforced.  The  observations  Comvaut, 
of  Sir  William  Grant  are  these  (a)  :-*^''  The  more  I  have 
considered  this  case,  the  more  1  am  satisfied,  that,  inde- 
pendently of  all  other  objections,  there  is  no  such  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  as  can  be  carried  into  execution. 
The  only  agreement  into  which  the  Defendant  entered 
was  to  purchase  at  a  price  to  be  ascertained  in  a  specified 
mode.  Ho  price  having  ever  been  fixed  in  that  mode, 
the  parties  have  not  agreed  upon  any  price.  Where, 
then,  is  the  complete  and  concluded  contract,  which 
tbe  Court  is  called  upon  to  execute  ?  The  price  is  of 
tke  essence  of  a  contract  of  sale.  In  this  instance,  tbe 
parties  have  agreed  upon  a  particular  mode  of  ascer- 
taining the  price.  Tbe  agreement,  that  die  price  shall 
be  fixed  in  one  specific  manner,  certainly  does  not 
afford  an  inference  that  it  is  wholly  indifferent  in  what 
manner  H  is  to  be  fixed.  Tbe  Court,  declaring  tiiat  the 
one  shall  take,  and  the  other  shall  give  a  price  fixed  in 
any  other  manner,  does  not  execute  any  agreement  of 
theirs,  but  makes  an  agreement  for  them,  upon  a 
notion  that  it  may  be  as  disadvantageous  as  that  which 
they  made  for  themselves.  How  can  a  man  be  forced 
to  transfer  to  a  stranger  that  confidence  whidi,  upon 
a  aubject  materially  interesting  to  him,  he  has  reposed 
in  an  individual  of  bis  own  selection  ?"  He  afterwards 
says,  that  ^'an  agreement  to  sell  at  a  fair  valuation  is 
essentially  different ;  in  that  case,  no  particular  means 
of  ascertaining  the  value  are  pointed  out.  There  is 
nothing,  therefore,  precluding  the  Court  from  adopting 
any  means  adapted  to  that  purpose."     It  is  upon  that 

principle, 

(a)  14  Va.  406. 
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1859.        principle^  undoubtedly,  that  the  case  of  Grtgan/  t. 
^^^^^'^^^       Mighell(a)  may  be  sustained  and  supported. 

V. 

Th«  Ch AftiMo       jf Q^  hete^  undoubtedly,  this  is  not  a  case  of  pnce, 
CoMPAMT.     but  the  question  is  the  same,  if  the  mode  in  which  the 
houses  are  to  be  built  is  an  essential  part  of  the  con- 
tract ;  and  I  think  it  is. 

In  the  cases  I  referred  to,  it  was  proved  that  the 
price  or  the  rent  could  not  be  ascertained  in  the  way 
the  parties  had  contemplated.  Here,  it  is  not  proved 
that  the  form  in  which  these  houses  might  be  built 
could  not  be  carried  into  effect  in  the  mode  contem- 
plated, because  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  when  the 
time  arrives  for  building  them,  these  two  gentlemen 
might  not  agree  on  the  character  of  the  houses  or  on 
the  appointment  of  a  nominee.  But  Mr.  Baggallay  put 
an  argument  to  me  which  I  think  is  unanswerable  upon 
that  subject,  viz.  that  this  Court  cannot  decree  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract  which  it  does  not  see 
its  way  to  enforce  eventually  ;  and  if  it  should  turn  out 
hereafter  that  these  persons  will  not  fix  the  character  of 
the  houses,  and  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  it,  then 
the  result  will  be,  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  have 
decreed  a  specific  performance,  and  it  ought  not  now  to 
make  such  a  decree  hypolhetically  on  an  event  which 
may  or  may  not  happen  hereafter.  To  illustrate  that, 
Mr.  Baggallay  cited  to  me  a  case  of  Darbey  v.  Whii- 
aker{b),  which  is  decisive  on  this  point,  and  which  I 
think  I  am  bound  to  follow,  for  it  is  identically  the 
same  as  this.  There,  the  price  was  to  be  fixed  by  two 
named  persons  or  their  umpire ;  and  on  those  very 
words,  the  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  held,  that  it  was 
not  an  agreement  which  this  Court  could  specifically 
enforce. 

I  am 

(a)  18  Ves,  328.  (0)  4  Drew.  134. 
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I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  terms  of  this        1869. 
agreement  are  too  vague  to  be  enforced,  and  that  it  is 
impossible  for  me  to  make  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance. The  Charino 

Cross  Bridqb 


TiLLETT 
V, 


CoMPANT« 


I  must  dismiss  the  bill  without  costs. 


CAILLAUD'S  PATENT  TANNING  COMPANY 
(LIMITED)  V.  JEAN  CAILLAUD. 

Jan,  11. 

rriHE  Defendant  moved,  under  the  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  a  motion,  un- 
-*-      14,  8.  24,  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  be  ordered  to  yj^!^^^^^}^^ 
give  to  the  Defendant  security  for  the  costs  of  this  suit,  s.  24,  that  a 
and  that  in  the  meantime,  all  further  proceedings  in  this  y^^i^y  company 
cause  might  be  stayed.  might  give 

"^  security  for 

costs,  on  an 

By  this  section  it  is  enacted,"  where  a  limited  company  f^davit  that 

•^  ^     ^  '  ^  r     .^    the  company 

is  plaintiff  or  pursuer  in  any  action,  suit  or  other  legal  had  ceased  all 
proceeding,  any  judge  having  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  p?^eedin«  * 
may,  if  it  be  proved  to  his  satisfaction,  that  there  is  had  been  taken 
reason  to  believe  that  if  the  defendant  be  successful  in  ^hat  the  plant 
his  defence,  the  assets  of  the  company  will  be  insufficient  ^"^  ^®"  !°'^> 
to  pay  his  costs,  require  sufficient  security  to  be  given  company  was 
for  such  costs,  and  may  stay  all  proceedings  until  such  unable  to^oav 
security  be  given."  its  debts 

already  in- 
curred," re- 

The  Defendant  made  the  following  affidavit : —  (iised,  the 

- .  ,     _-  ,        .  1   "rfci  .     .  #v.  Court  not  feel- 

"  1.  That  the  above-named  Flamtiffs  are  a  company  ing  satisfied 

incorporated   under  the  provisions  of  the  Joint  Stock  that  the  assets 
•^  "^  of  the  company 

Companies'  Acts,  1866  and  1857,  with  limited  liability,  would  be  in- 
All  the  shares  of  the  said  company  have  been  fully  paid  Igy^the  De- 
up  by  all   the  shareholders  therein,  except  Ephraim  fendant*s  costs. 

Sabel, 


43» 
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1859. 

Caillaud's 

Patent 

Tanwimo 

€oilPAIIT 

(LiMnBB) 

V. 

Caillaud. 


Sabel,  who  has  been  duly  adfndged  bankrupt.  The 
said  company  has  entirely  ceased  to  carry  on  all  iner- 
cantrle  operations  for  several  months  past,  the  whole  of 
the  stock  and  plant  has  been  sold  off,  and  proceedings 
have  been  taken  to  wind  up  the  said  company.  The 
said  company  is  insolwent  and  unable  to  pay  its  debts 
already  incurred,  and  if  I  am  successful  in  my  defence 
to  this  suit,  the  assets  of  the  said  company  will  be  in- 
sufficient to  pay  my  costs.  I  verily  believe  I  have  a 
good  defence  to  this  suit  on  the  merits.  I  am  able  to 
depose  to  the  above  facts  from  my  knowledge  of  the 
affairs  of  the  company,  acquired  as  a  director  and 
manufacturing  manager  of  the  company." 


Mr.  T.  HugheSj  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended 
that  a  sufficient  case  had  been  made  otii  for  orderiDg 
the  Plaintifis  to  give  security  for  costs. 

Mr.  Cracknall,  contrd,  was  not  beard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  make  the  order.  I  must  be  satisfied  diat 
the  assets  of  the  company  will  be  insufficient  to  pay  the 
Defendant's  costs.  Under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  I  should  have  to  try  the  cause,  in  order  to  satisfy 
myself  that  the  assets  of  the  company  will  be  insufficient 
for  that  purpose. 


Note. — A  bond  for  100/.  is  a  **  sufficient  $eeunHf"  under  thif  act; 
The  Australian  Steam  Ship  Company  v.  Fleming,  4  Kay  Sf  J.  407. 
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t859. 


T 


WRIGHT  V.  WESTON. 

March  n. 

HE  testatrix  Caroline  Wright  was  entitled   to  a  A  tetutriz, 
lega«y  of  1,000/.  under  the  will  of  her  husband.     SSu  .h^'Sf 

entitled  to  a 

Icff&cv  of 

By  ber  will  dated  in  January j  1857,  she  expressed  1,000/.  under 
herself  as  follows  : — "  Whereas,  under  and  by  virtue  her  husband's 

will  ff&ve  the 

of  the  last  will   and   testament  of  my   late  husband  1,000/.,  as  to 
Charles  Wright,  deceased,  dated  the  Ist  day  of  August,  l^^^;^'J^^  j 
1853,  I  am  entitled    to   a  legacy  or  sum  of  1,000/.,  as  to  400/., 
now  I  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  the  said  legacy  or  ^  and'w  to** 
sum  of  1,000/.  and  all  interest  thereon  to  which  1  may  all  the  residue 

1  •  1   J  t        •  r  1  1  •  1  o^  *he  said 

be  entitled  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  which  may  legacy  of 
thereafter  accrue  due  thereon,  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  MOO/.  and  all 
as  to  100/.,  part  of  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  1,000/.,  her  estate,  to 
imto  my  dear  sister  Matilda^  the  wife  of  Frederick  ^J^^i,  ^^  ^^^ 
Bean  ;  as  to  400/.,  further  part  of  the  said  legacy  or  testatrix,  216/. 

only  were  due 

sum  of  1,000/.,  unto  Raymond  Weston;  and  as  to  all  on  the  legacy. 
the  residue  of  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  1,000/.,  and  all  ^^f^p      ' 
interest  on  the  said  legacy  or  sum  of  1,000/.  to  which  must  abate  in 
I  may  be  entitled  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  which  P'^P®'^®**' 
may  thereafter  accrue  due  thereon,  and  as  to  all  the 
tesidue  of  my  estate  and  effects,  I  give  and  bequeath 
the  same  to  Raymond  Weston  and  Adam  Bitrmess'  on 
certain  trusts  for  her  children  (the  Plaintiffs). 

The  testatrix  died  in  the  following  month. 

Her  oaly  assets  consisted  of  a  sum  of  216/.  149.  6J., 
the  balance  of  the  legacy  of  1,000/.  left  to  her  by  her 
husband  (she  having  received  783/.  bs.  6d.  in  her  life), 
and  an  arrear  of  interest  on  it. 

In 


Wright 
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1859.  In  taking  the  accounts,  Mrs.  Bean  insisted,  that  the 

bequest  to  her  of  100/.  was  specific,  and  that  she  was 
entitled  to  have  it  raised  out  of  the  216/.  14«.  6</.  in 
Weston,  the  first  instance,  in  priority  of  the  legacy  of  400/.  to 
Weston^  and  of  the  gift  to  the  children.  The  point 
was  reserved. 

Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  the  Plaintifib,  the  children  of  the 
testatrix,  argued,  that  the  216/.  lis.  6d.  was  divisible 
between  Mrs.  Sean,  Mr.  Weston  and  the  Plaintiffs,  in 
proportion  to  their  intended  interests  in  the  1,000/.  He 
relied  on  Pagev.  Leapingwell{a),  as  distinguished  from 
Petre  v.  Petre  (J). 

Mr.  Pearson,  for  Mr.  Weston,  contended,  that  the 
testatrix  had  given  definite  sums  of  100/.  and  400/.  to 
the  two  legatees,  and  nothing  but  the  "  residue"  to  the 
children.  That  this  was  a  case  of  a  particular  residue, 
and  that  it  was  rendered  more  clear  by  the  gift  of  the 
general  residue  in  the  same  sentence,  and  of  the  whole 
and  not  a  portion  of  the  interest. 

Mr.  Henry  F.  Shebbeare,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bean. 
First,  the  legacies  of  100/.  and  400/.  have  both  priority 
over  the  gift  of  the  "  residue."  The  word  "  residue" 
must  be  taken  in  its  ordinary  sense,  as  what  remains 
after  the  prior  payments  have  been  made,  and  not  in 
the  sense  of  a  proportionate  share  of  the  fund  ;  Vivian 
V.  Mortlock  (c). 

This  case  differs  from  Page  v.  Leapingwell,  where  the 
gift  was  of  "  the  overplus  money"  out  of  a  fund  esti- 
mated at  not  less  than  10,000/.  and  not  of  the  ''  resi- 
due." 

(a)  18  Ve$.  463.  (c)  21  Bern,  252. 

(b)  14  Beav.  197. 
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due."  In  that  case  the  testator  assumed  he  had  a  1859. 
certain  amount  to  dispose  of;  but  here  that  was  scarcely 
possible,  for  the  testatrix's  husband  died  four  years 
before  the  date  of  her  will,  and  there  was  every  pro- 
babih'ty  of  her  receiving  the  legacy,  or  a  part  of  it,  prior 
to  ber  death,  and  this  turned  out  to  be  the  case. 

Secondly.  The  legacy  of  100/.  has  priority  over  that 
of  400/.,  for  it  is  a  specific  gift  of  a  part ;  the  second 
is  given  as  ''  a  further  part/'  that  is,  after  deduction  of 
the  first 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  this  fund  is  apportionable  amongst  them  all, 
and  that  Pcige  v.  Leapingwell  applies  to  the  con- 
struction of  this  will.  The  testatrix  proposes  to  dis- 
pose of  a  specific  sum  of  1,000/.,  which  she  gives  and 
bequeaths  ''  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,"  as  to  100/.  to 
one  person,  as  to  400/.  to  another,  and  as  to  ail  the 
residue  to  a  third.   Page  v.  Leapingwell  exactly  applies. 

Nothing  turns  on  the  residue  of  the  1,000/.  being 
coupled  with  the  gift  of  the  general  residue :  they  must 
be  taken  separately. 

I  cannot  treat  this  as  a  gift  of  a  floating  balance  due 
in  respect  of  the  legacy  of  1,000/.  I  treat  it  as  a  specific 
legacy  of  that  sum,  and  that  it  has  been  adeemed,  pro 
ianlo,  by  payments  to  the  testatrix  in  her  lifetime. 
I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  children  are  enti- 
tled to  a  declaration  that  the  fund  must  be  apportioned 
lateably. 
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1869. 


March  22. 

On  a  notice  of 
motion  for  a 
decree,  the 
Plaintiff  had 
given  notice 
to  use  the 
answers  of 
some  of  the 
Defendants. 
Held,  that  he 
might  cross- 
examine  those 
Defendants  on 
their  answers, 
without  preju- 
dice to  tne 
right  of  the 
other  Defend- 
ants to  object 
to  the  cross- 
examination 
being  used 
against  them. 
But  fields  also, 
that  the  Plain- 
tiff could  not 
examine,  in 
chief,  other 
witnesses  not 
mentioned  in 
his  notice  of 
motion  for  a 
decree. 


REHDEN  V.  WESLEY. 

npHIS  suit  was  instituted  by  a  legatee,  against 
Wesley  Knd  Alexander  (the  executors),  and  against 
other  persons  interested  under  the  will.  The  bill 
prayed  for  the  administration  of  the  trusts  of  the  will, 
and  sought  to  make  the  executors  liable  for  wilful 
default. 

On  the  2nd  of  March,  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  of 
motion  for  a  decree  for  the  4th  of  April,  and  specified 
that  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  and  in  support  thereof, 
she  would  read  the  answers  of  the  executors,  Wesley 
and  Alexander, 

On  the  15th  o(  March,  the  Plaintiff  summoned  the 
executors  to  attend  at  the  Examiner's  Office,  on  the 
18th  of  March,  to  be  cross-examined  on  their  answers. 
The  Plaintiff  also  subpoenaed  other  witnesses  to  be 
examined  in  chief,  who  were  not  referred  to  in  the  notice 
of  motion  for  a  decree. 

The  executors  declined  to  be  sworn,  and  the  matter 
was  thereupon  referred  into  Court. 


Mr.    Waller,   for   the    Plaintiff,   cited    Wightman  v. 
Wheelton  (a),  and  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


Mr.  Smythe  for  Wesley  and  other  Defendants.    The 
Plaintiff  has  given  notice,  that  she  will  use  the  answers 

in 

(o)  23  Beav.  397. 
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in  support  of  her  motion  for  a  decree.  She  has  thereby  1869. 
made  the  answers  her  own  evidence,  and  it  is  not  com- 
petent for  her  to  cross-examine  witnesses  whose  answers 
she  has  elected  to  use  on  her  own  behalf.  It  is  the 
same  as  if  she  had  examined  an  independent  witness  in 
chief:  she  could  not  cross-examine  him.  Kay  v. 
Smith  (a)  was  overruled  by  Manby  v.  Bewicke  (i). 

On  a  motion  for  a  decree,  the  answer  of  a  Defendant 
may  be  read  against  him  without  notice  ;  but  the  answer 
of  one  Defendant  cannot  be  read  against  another  De- 
fendant without  it;  Cousins  V.  Vasey(c)\  it  is  therefore 
intended  to  use  the  answer  of  one  Defendant  as  evidence 
against  another  Defendant,  if  so^  the  latter  alone  has  the 
right  of  cross-examination. 

Secondly.  The  Plaintiff  proposes  to  examine  wit- 
nesses in  chief  who  are  not  referred  to  in  the  notice  for 
a  decree. 

{^The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     I  think  that  wrong.] 

Mr.  Surragey  for  Alexander,  A  party  cannot  cross- 
examine  his  own  witness  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86, 
8.  40.  Here,  by  the  notice  of  motion,  the  Plaintiff  says 
she  will  use  the  answers  in  support  of  her  own  motion, 
and  she  makes  the  Defendants  her  own  witnesses. 
Where  a  Defendant  finds  that  the  only  evidence  to  be 
read  by  the  Plaintiff  is  the  answer  of  a  co- Defendant, 
he  may  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  into  any  further 
evidence.  But  if,  after  the  fourteen  days  have  expired, 
the  Plaintiff  cross-examines  a  Defendant,  he  may  make 
out  a  different  case  against  the  other  Defendants,  who 

are 

(fl)  20  Bern.  566.  (c)  9  Hare^  Ixi. 

(6)  26  Low  J.,  Ch.  20. 

P  p2 


Rehden 

V. 
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1859.        A^^  "oty  by  the  General  Orders^  allowed  to  adduce  any 
further  evidence^  and  the   Defendant  would   thus  be 
taken  by  surprise.     Such  cannot  be  the  intention,  for 
Weblet.      the  object  of  the  notice  was  to  tell  the  Defendant  pre- 
cisely what  evidence  he  has  to  meet. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to 
cross-examine  the  Defendants  on  their  answers,  without 
prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  other  Defendants  to  object 
to  the  cross-examination  being  read  against  them. 

This  is  clear,  that  if  you  intend  to  use  the  answer  of 
one  Defendant  against  another  Defendant,  the  latter 
must  have  the  right  of  cross-examination.  It  is  also 
clear,  that  you  may  cross-examine  against  the  parties 
who  may  use  the  answer,  and  the  circumstance  of  notice 
having  been  given  does 'not  affect  the  right  to  cfo&fh 
examine.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  may 
cross-examine  the  Defendants  on  their  answer,  without 
prejudice  to  other  Defendants  objecting  to  the  cross- 
examination  being  read  against  them.  At  the  bearing 
I  will  dispose  of  that  objection. 

[Mr.  Waller.  Can  the  Plaintiff  examine  witnesses 
in  chief.] 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    Certainly  not. 
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GRIMES  and  Others  on  behalf,  &c.  v.  HARRISON 

and  Others.  -^«''^*  ^7,  18, 

19,  21. 

THIS  was  a  suit  instituted  by  four   members  of  Distinction 
between  a  Re- 
"  The  Prince  of  Wales  Mutual  Benefit  Building  nefit  Building 

Society/'  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  the  other  I^^^J^jj^Land 
membefs  (except  the  Defendants),  against  the  directors,  Society. 
the  two  trustees  and  Mr.  Syers,  to  make  them  liable  to  ^hosrrulw 
replace  800/.,  part  of  the  society's  moneys,  paid  to  Syers  are  certified 

as  a  Benefit 

for  the  purchase  of  a  freehold  property.  Building  So- 

ciety, under 
the  6  &  7 

In   1853,  the  society  was  established  as  a  Benefit  .^*^':  f » ^-.f ^» 

'  *'  IS  not  justined 

Builditig  Society,  under  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32,  and  in  acting  as  a 
rules  were  made,  which,  on  the  4th  of  October,  1853,  l'^^^^  ^*°^ 
were  duly  certified  by  the  barrister  to  be  in  conformity      A  rule  of  a 
to  law  and  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute.     Though  j^g  Society 
termed  a  fiuilding  Society,  it  appeared  that  the  intention  directed  that 

.^ '        1  1  ^  unemployed 

really  was  to  create  a  Freehold  Land  Society,  for  pur-  money  should 

chasing  land  and  dividing  it  amongst  its  members  :  but  j>e  invested 

,   ^ ,       ,     ,  o  o  ^  "  in  such  man- 

to  bring  it  within  the  regulations  of  the  Building  Societies  ner  and  upon 

Act,  it  was  inrolled  as  a  Building  Society.    Nothing  ap-  curity"^as  the 
peared  on  the  certified  rules  to  shew  that  the  intention  board  of  di- 

T-iiii*        in»  1     ,      r         1      rectors  should 

was  to  act  as  a  rreehold  Land  Society,  but  after  the  deem 


neces- 


certificate  had  been  obtained,  the  name  of  the  society  *fO^'.    ?^/^» 

'  '^    that  It  might 

had  be  invested  in 
the  purchase 
of  freeholds. 
The  directors  of  a  Building  Society  had  (as  it  was  held)  power  to  invest  unemployed 
moneys  iu  the  purchase  of  freeholds.     Having  only  621/.  m  hand,  they  contracted  for 
the  ptnrchftse  of  an  estate  for  2,300/.,  payable  by  instalments.     In  the  treaty,  they  held 
themselves  out  as  a  Land  Society,  and  they  paid  800/.  on  account,  in  cheques  signed,  by 
their  order,  by  the  trustees,  who  were  not  directors : — Htid^  first,  that  the  directors  had 
cemmitttd  a  breach  of  trust,  and  were  liable  to  replace  the  800/. ;  secondly,  that  the 
vendor  was  under  no  liability;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  trustees,  who  had  only  acted 
mintsterially,  und^r  the  directors,  were  not  liable,  notwithstanding  there  waa  some  in- 
fomiality  in  the  authority  given  to  them  by  the  directors. 


OtLtUEB 


430  CASES  IK  CHJkXCCXT. 

Ig59^  bad  been  attempted  to  be  chained,  aad  the  cfircctars 
caoted  the  members'  pass-booL,  funded  to  eack 
member,  to  be  moed  with  a  title  page  io  wUck  the 
llAiiftfsov.  society  was  described  as  follows:—"  The  Aoril-Merf 
London  Egmitable  Freehold  Land  Society,  emroUedrng  tie 
Prince  of  Wales  MuimaIBtne/(i  Bmildimff  Sodeiyr  ^o 
alteration,  bowerer,  had  been  made  in  the  ifHilifil  raka. 

In  October,  1854,  two  of  tbe  directors  cnteied  into  a 
▼erbal  contract  with  Sjfcrs  for  the  parchase  firom  him  of 
a  piece  of  freehold  land  for  2,3002.  Thej  paid  him  a 
deposit  of  150/.,  for  which  Sjfcrs  gave  a  receipt  in  the 
following  form : — 

*'  London,  7th  October,  1854.  ReceiTcd  from  the 
directors  of  the  North  London  Freehold  Society,  by  tbe 
hand  of  Mr.  Haden,  the  sum  of  150L,  deposit  on  pur- 
chase of  freehold  land  at  West  Green,  Tottenham" 

Endorsed  on  the  receipt  was  a  memorandum  as  fol- 
lows : — '^  I  agree  to  take  the  payment  as  follows, — 
150/.  already  received,  as  per  receipt  annexed,  450/. 
within  fourteen  days  of  this  date,  400/.  on  or  before 
Christmas-day,  1854,  and  the  remaining,  being  l,300iL, 
by  two  equal  instalments  of  650/.  each,  on  or  before 
Christmas-day,  1855,  and  the  remainder  on  or  before 
Christmas-day,  1856.  Tbe  respective  amounts  bearing 
interest  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum.*' 

At  the  time  this  contract  was  entered  into,  the  balance 
of  cash  belonging  to  the  society  was  only  621/. 

A  board  of  directors,  held  on  the  10th  of  October, 
ratified  the  agreement,  and  ordered  the  secretary  to 
draw  a  cheque  for  150/.,  to  repay  the  deposit.  In  con- 
sequence, the  two  trustees  of  the  society  {Hardingham 
and  Smith)  signed  a  cheque  upon  the  bankers  for  tbe 

amount. 

Further 


Grimes 

V. 
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Further  instalments  were  paid  to  Syers  by  cheques  1859. 
signed  by  the  two  trustees,  upon  resolutions  of  the  board 
of  directors,  but  as  the  Plaintiff  alleged, ''  although  such 
resolutions  were  entered  in  the  minute  book  of  the  said  Harbisok. 
society,  neither  of  them  was  verified  by  the  signature 
of  two  directors."  The  bill  alleged,  that  the  trustees 
well  knew  and  it  appeared  by  the  resolution,  that  the 
said  sums  ''  were  to  be  applied  in  the  purchase  of  land, 
which  was  a  misappropriation  of  the  funds  of  the  society, 
and  a  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  trustees." 

In  the  whole,  800Z.  had  been  thus  paid  out  of  the 
society's  funds. 

The  Plaintiffs  insisted,  that  this  transaction  was  con- 
trary to  the  rules  of  the  society,  and  a  breach  of  trust 
on  the  part  of  the  directors  and  trustees,  and  that  they 
were  bound  to  make  good  the  800/. ;  that  Syers  and 
the  trustees  were  cognizant  of  the  breach  of  trust,  and 
were  also  liable. 

The  bill,  in  addition,  alleged  that  the  purchase  was 
fraudulent  and  collusive,  and  at  an  excessive  price. 
The  nature,  however,  of  the  decision  renders  it  unneces- 
sary to  advert  to  the  very  suspicious  circumstances  under 
which  the  purchase  had  been  entered  into. 

It  is  necessary  now  to  refer  to  those  rules  of  the 
society  which  were  principally  relied  on  at  the  bearing ; 
they  were  as  follows : — 

''I.  The  objects  of  this  society  shall  be  to  raise  a 
fund,  by  weekly  subscriptions  of  the  members,  in  shares 
of  25/.  each,  out  of  which  each  member  may  receive  the 
amount  or  value  of  his  share, /or  the  erection  or  purchase 
of  a  dwelling-house  or  dwelling-houses y  or  other  real  or 
leasehold  estate,  pursuant  to  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32." 

"  XII.  Whenever 
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1859. 
Grimes 

V. 

Harrison* 


''XIL  Whenever  the  money  in  hand  shall,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  directors,  be  suflScient  for  the  purpose, 
it  shall  be  employed  in  advancing  lo  those  members, 
whose  subscriptions  are  not  in  arrear,  the  amount  of 
their  shares."  It  then  provided  for  the  order  in  which 
the  members  were  to  become  entitled  to  an  advance, 
and  proceeded  : — ''  And  all  money  not  so  employed  shall 
be  invested  by  the  trustees  iu  such  mantuTf  and  upon 
such  legal  security,  as  the  board  of  directcMrs  ahall  deem 
necessary,  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  for  the  time 
being,"  &c. 

"  XVII.  All  securities  to,  and  investments  on  account 
of,  the  society  shall  be  made  in  the  names  of  the  trus- 
tees for  the  time  being.*' 

"  XXXI.  The  board  shall  have  full  power  to  con- 
duct the  affairs  of  the  society,  subject  only  to  the  roles 
thereof  for  the  time  being,"  &c. 

**  XXXV,  No  payment  above  5L  shall  be  made  out 
of  the  funds  of  the  society  except  by  a  cheque  on  the 
bankers,  which  cheque  must  be  signed  by  two  of  the 
trustees  and  countersigned  by  the  secretary;  no  such 
cheque  shall  be  signed  by  any  trustee,  except  npon  the 
direction  of  the  board  of  directors,  such  direction  to  be 
entered  in  the  minute  book  of  the  society,  and  verified 
by  the  signature  of  two  directors,  at  least,  not  being 
themselves  trustees." 

"  XXXIX.  No  director,  trustee  or  other  officer  of 
this  society  shall  be  responsible  for  or  liable  to  make  good 
any  deficiency  that  may  arise  in  the  funds,  property  or 
effects  of  the  society,  otherwise  than  by  reason  of  his 
wilful  neglect  or  default,  nor  for  the  defoult  or  dedi- 
cation of  any  other  officer,  but  every  such  director^ 
trustee  or  other  officer  shall  be  answerable  for  the 
money,  property  and  efiecta  actually  received  by  him 

on 
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on  account  of  the  society,  until  he  shall  have  disposed 
of  the  same  in  accordance  with  these  mleSf  when  his 
whole  Kability  in  that  respect  shall  cease." 

• 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
First.  The  directors  have  committed  a  breach  of  trust, 
and  are  liable  to  replace  the  800/.  This  was  a 
Building  Society,  and  certified  as  such,  the  rules  were 
binding,  and  could  not  be  altered,  except  in  the  way 
pointed  out  by  the  act  These  rules  gave  no  authority 
to  invest  the  moneys  of  the  society  in  the  purchase  of 
lands,  and  if  they  did  give  any  such  authority,  it 
only  extended  to  the  surplus  in  hand,  and  they  did  not 
warrant  a  speculation  in  land  to  the  extent  of  2,300/., 
an  amount  far  exceeding  the  existing  assets  of  the 
society.  It  will  be  said,  that  the  transaction  was 
sanctioned  by  the  members  and  by  the  general  meet- 
ings, but  it  was  not  a  matter  within  the  powers  of  the 
members  or  of  a  general  meeting ;  Morgan's  Case  (a) ; 
nor  was  it  for  that  purpose  that  any  meeting  was  con* 
vened. 


1859. 

Orfmbs 

V, 

Habrison. 


Secondly.  The  trustees  who  signed  the  cheques  are 
also  liable,  for  they  were  not  authorized  in  the  manner 
required  by  the  rules.  The  trustees  have  not  "disposed 
of  the  same,  in  accordance  with  the  rules,"  so  as  to 
entitle  them  to  an  indemnity  under  the  39th  rule. 
Again,  if  they  saw  the  resolutions  under  which  they 
acted  (which  it  must  be  assumed  they  did,  as  they 
were  their  only  authority),  they  must  have  observed  that 
the  trust  funds  were  being  misapplied.  They  have 
aided  in  the  misapplication,  and  are  therefore  re- 
sponsible for  the  breach  of  trust  in  which  they  have 
participated. 

Thirdly. 

(a)  1  Mac.  4  Gor.  225. 
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1869.  Thirdly.  Syers  is  liable  to  refund  the  money  received 

by  him  under  this  contract,  for  it  is  void,  as  involving 
a  breach  of  trusty  of  which  he  must  have  been  cog- 


Grimes 

V. 


Harrison,     nizant. 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  W.  Morris  for  Harrison^  Haden 
and  Roberts  (three  Directors).  The  directors  have 
acted  in  conformity  with  the  real  objects  of  the  society, 
and  have  committed  no  breach  of  trust.  The  object 
of  the  establishment  of  the  association  is  distinctly 
stated  in  the  prospectus  to  be  **  for  the  purpose  of  pur- 
chasing freehold  lands,  and  subdividing  them  at  the 
wholesale  price/'  and  the  first  rule  states  the  object  to 
be,  to  obtain  houses  and  real  estate  for  every  member. 
This  was  a  proper  and  lawful  mode  of  effecting  the 
object,  and  if  the  funds  were  temporarily  insufficient, 
the  26th  rule  enabled  the  directors  to  borrow  the  ne- 
cessary funds  to  enable  them  to  complete  the  purchase. 
There  was  nothing  unlawful  in  this  transaction,  for  if 
two  persons  could  lawfully  agree  to  purchase  an  estate 
and  then  divide  it,  so  could  fiAy  or  any  number,  and  it 
required  no  legislative  powers  to  enable  them  to  do  so. 
Here,  all  the  members  knew,  from  the  pass-books  and 
the  other  documents,  that  this  was  to  be  a  Land  as  well 
as  a  Building  Society,  and  all  the  members  acquiesced 
in  what  was  done,  both  individually  and  at  the  general 
meetings ;  they  cannot,  therefore,  object  to  it.  Lastly, 
these  disputes  ought  to  be  determined  by  arbitration^ 
under  the  rule  of  the  society  to  that  effect;  Armitage  v. 
Walker  (a). 

They  also  referred  to  10  Geo.  4,  c.  66,  s.  27 ;  18  &  19 
Vict.  c.  63. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Cracknall,  for  the  trustees, 
argued,  that  they  were  mere  officers,  bound  to  obey  the 
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direction  of  the  board  of  directors,  having  no  authority 
to  interfere  in,  or  exercise  any  control  over,  the  affairs  of 
the  society  or  the  acts  of  the  board  of  directors ;  that 
the  objects  and  intentions  of  every  member  were  the 
same,  namely,  to  buy  land  out  of  their  subscriptions. 
Lastly,  that  the  Plaintiffs  could  not  sue  on  behalf  of  all 
the  other  members,  for  some  had  concurred  and  ac- 
quiesced in  the  acts  complained  of  by  the  bill ;  Kent  v. 
Jackson  (a)  ;  Williams  v.  Salmond(Jb), 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  C  C.  Barber^  for  Mr.  Syers^ 
argued,  that  he  had  been  dealing  at  arm's  length  with 
a  society  which  professed  to  be  a  Building  Society,  and 
which  would  then  be  acting  within  its  powers;  that  he 
had  no  means  of  inspecting,  and  under  no  obligation  to 
inspect,  the  rules  of  the  society. 

But  secondly,  that  under  the  12lh  rule,  the  directors 
had  power  to  buy  land  for  the  society,  as  had  been 
decided  both  in  Mullock  v.  Jenkins  (c),  and  Cuibill  v. 
Kingdom  {d).  That  the  contract  was,  at  all  events, 
valid  as  regarded  Syers,  who  was  under  no  liability  to 
the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Southgate  in  reply.  The  trust  moneys  are  traced 
into  the  hands  of  Syers,  and  persons  taking  trust 
moneys  from  directors  have  notice  of  their  powers ; 
Bryson  v.  The  Warwick,  ^c.  Canal  Company  (e). 


1859. 

Grimes 

V. 

Harrison. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  view  I  take  of  this  case  is  this : — there  is  in  my 
opinion  a  great  distinction  between  a  Freehold  Land 
Society  and  a  Benefit  Building  Society.  A  Freehold 
Land  Society  buys  land  with  the  funds  contributed  by 

the 


{a)  14  Beav.  3G7. 
(6)  2  Kaif  if  J,  463. 
(c)  14  Bcav.  628. 


(d)  1  Exch,  Rep,  494. 

(e)  4  De  G.,  M.  *  G.  711. 
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the  members  of  the  society,  and  then  divides  it  amongst 
them  ;  but  a  Benefit  Building  Society  advances  to 
its  borrowing  members  money  derived  from  the  sub- 
scriptions, and  which  the  borrowing  members  them* 
selves  lay  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands  or  buildings,  and 
then  mortgage  them  to  the  society.  But  this  is  quite 
clear,  that  in  both  cases,  the  members  must  be  bound 
by  the  rules  constituting  the  society,  to  which  they  have 
become  parties  and  upon  which  they  have  acted,  and  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  any 
member  of  the  company  to  say,  that  the  book  of  rules, 
certified  by  the  barrister,  does  not  contain  the  rules  by 
which  they  are  to  be  bound.  I  find  not  only  a  rule 
that  every  member  shall  be  furnished  with  a  pass-book 
containing  his  account  and  the  rules,  but  an  express 
rule,  the  31st, ''  that  the  board  shall  have  full  power  to 
conduct  the  affairs  of  the  society,  subject  only  to  the 
rules  thereof  for  the  time  being."  Therefore  the  rules 
of  the  society  bind  all  its  members. 


I  cannot  accede  to  the  doctrine,  that  as  between 
members  of  the  society,  the  fact  of  putting  on  the  pass- 
books the  title  "  Freehold  Land  Society,"  or  adding  a 
title  page,  which  calls  it  a  "  Freehold  Land  Society,' 
will  alter  the  rules,  and  convert  them  into  something 
other  than  what  they  appear  to  be  upon  the  face  of 
them.  I  expressly  make  the  distinction  between  the 
members  of  the  society  and  strangers,  because  in  that 
respect  I  think  that  Mr.  Syers*  case  is  a  very  distinct 
one  from  that  of  the  members  of  the  society,  and  I  will 
explain  the  distinction  presently.  It  appears  in  e?i- 
dence,  that  Mr.  Tidd  Pratt's  certificate  w^s  obtained 
upon  a  copy  of  the  rules  given  to  him,  without  any 
intimation  whatever  that  the  words  *'  Freehold  Land 
Society"  constituted  the  title  of  the  company,  or  that  it 
was  intended  in  any  respect  to  be  "  a  Freehold  Land 
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Society."  And  it  is  expressly  sworn,  in  one  of  the  an- 
swersy  that  this  was  done  purposely ,  in  consequence  of 
its  being  known  that  if  the  society  had  been  called 
*^a  Freehold  Land  Society,"  Mr.  Tidd  Pratt  would 
not  have  certified  it  to  be  within  the  provisions  of  the 
6  &  7  Will  4,  c.  32,  s.  26,  and  that  he  would  only 
have  certified  these  rules  as  those  of  a  Benefit  Building 
Society.  It  is  impossible,  therefore,  for  me  to  adopt 
the  view  pressed  upon  me,  that  the  Court  would  mould 
these  rules  in  order  to  make  them  relate  to  a  Freehold 
Land  Society,  when  I  find  that,  by  the  express  suppres- 
sion of  the  fact  that  this  was,  or  was  intended  to  be, 
a  Freehold  Land  Society,  this  society  has  obtained, 
from  the  officer  appointed  by  the  legislature  for  this 
purpose,  the  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the' fact  of 
their  being  a  Benefit  Building  Society,  and  obtained 
this  solely  because  they  were  not  known  and  not 
believed  to  be  a  Freehold  Land  Society.  They  have 
themselves  submitted  their  rules  to  the  officer  appointed 
by  the  legislature  for  that  purpose,  and  they  have  ob- 
tained a  certificate  which  has  enabled  them  to  enjoy 
the  advantages  conferred  upon  ''a  Benefit  Building 
Society,"  as  distinct  from  a  '*  Freehold  Land  Society," 
and  solely  upon  the  condition  that  they  were  not  a 
Freehold  Land  Society,  which  fact  they  suppressed  in 
applying  for  a  certificate  of  these  rules.  It  is,  therefore, 
impossible  for  me  to  modify  these  rules,  and  to  say  that 
I  am  to  incorporate  into  them  the  fact,  that  this  is  ''  a 
Freehold  Land  Society,"  and  that  I  am  to  read  and 
translate  the  rules  with  that  species  of  comment  upon 
them,  or,  if  I  may  say  so,  with  that  infusion  into  them, 
for  the  purpose  of  making  them  meet  the  case  of  a 
Freehold  Land  Society :  on  the  contrary,  I  think,  if  it 
is  to  have  any  effect,  it  would  have  an  effect  the  op- 
posite way.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rules  alone 
must  determine  what  were  the  functions,  duties  and 
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powers  of  the  directors  of  the  society,  and  I  find  by 
the  31st  rule  that  the  directors  are  to  manage  the  affairs 
in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  society. 

The  first  rule  (a)  was  strongly  insisted  on  in  fisivor  of 
the  Defendants,  and  this,  it  is  said,  gives  the  company 
power  to  purchase  land  as  they  think  fit.  But  it  is 
clear,  upon  reading  the  rule  and  considering  the  society 
as  a  Benefit  Building  Society,  that  it  does  not  confer 
any  such  power  at  all.  The  obvious  meaning  of  it  is, 
that  each  member  is  to  receive  the  amount  of  his  share 
for  the  erection  of  a  dwelling-house  or  the  purchase  of 
a  dwelling-house,  or  the  purchase  of  other  real  or  lease- 
hold estate,  pursuant  to  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32.  That 
rule  gives  no  authority  to  the  directors  to  purchase 
land  and  divide  it  among  the  members  of  the  company, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  these  rules  which  authorizes  it. 
The  12th  clause,  no  doubt,  allows  them  to  invest  money 
in  land,  and  that  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  case 
of  Cutbill  V.  Kingdom  (b)  and  Mullock  v.  Jenkins  (c), 
because  the  clause  directs  the  money  in  hand  to  be 
advanced  to  the  members,  and  "  that  all  money  not  so 
employed  shall  be  invested  by  the  trustees  in  such 
manner  and  upon  such  legal  security  as  the  board  of 
directors  shall  deem  necessary."  I  am  of  opinion,  and 
I  state  it  because  it  is  so  far  in  favor  of  the  Defendants, 
that  this  includes  land,  and  that  the  directors  have 
authority  and  power  to  invest  money,  which  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  trustees,  and  not  required  for  the  purpose 
of  loans  to  members,  in  the  purchase  of  land,  by  way 
of  investment  of  the  funds  of  the  society. 

The  argument  of  the  Defendants  is  this: — That  at 
this  time  nobody  applied  for  loans,  and  that  there  was 
then  a  sum  of  621/.  in  hand.  Well,  if  this  rule  gave  them 
authority  to  do  anything,  it  was  simply  to  invest  621/. 

in 

(a)  Ante,  p,  437.  (6)  1  Exch.  494.  (c)  14  Bern,  628. 
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in  the  purchase  of  land  :  it  could  hardly,  however,  be       1859. 
treated  as  money  not  required,  for  if  anybody  came  for      TT^^*^^ 

xl  RIMES 

a  loan,  the  directors  would  be  bound  to  advance  it,  v. 

and,  acting  prudently,  they  could  not  be  said  to  have 
had  a  sufficient  sum  for  the  purpose  of  .making  proper 
loans  and,  in  addition  to  this,  a  surplus  to  invest. 

But  the  contract  entered  into  was  not  for  an  invest- 
ment of  621/.,  but  for  laying  out  and  incurring  liabilities 
to  the  extent  of  2,300/.  They  actually  made  the  society 
liable  for  2,300/.  under  a  clause  which  only  authorizes 
them  to  invest,  in  case  they  have  surplus  money  not 
required  for  the  purpose  of  loans  to  the  members,  every 
one  of  whom  was  entitled,  out  of  any  money  in  hand, 
to  a  loan  to  the  amount  of  his  share.  It  is,  under  the 
pretence  of  investing  the  surplus  money,  that  the  direc- 
tors make  the  society  liable  to  the  amount  of  2,300/. 
By  what  possibility  can  that  be  held  to  be  a  valid  and 
proper  discharge  of  their  duties  by  the  directors  of  this 
society?  By  the  contract  in  October,  1854,  150/.  was 
to  be  paid  down,  and  450/.  within  fourteen  days,  that 
is  600/.  out  of  621/.  at  the  bankers.  Then  400/.  was 
to  be  paid  at  Christmas-dai/f  on  which  day,  according 
to  the  ordinary  rate  of  subscription,  they  would  not 
have  that  amount  in  hand,  and  if  the  business  and 
objects  of  the  society  were  carried  into  effect,  there 
would  be  no  balance  whatever  in  hand  to  pay  the  400/., 
and,  in  addition  to  this,  there  would  still  remain  a  sum 
of  1,300/.  to  be  paid  by  two  equal  instalments.  In  my 
opinion,  it  is  impossible  to  say,  upon  the  rules,  that 
this  was  a  bondjide  investment  of  a  surplus  fund  of  the 
society.  It  was,  in  point  of  fact,  nothing  more  than 
a  speculative  investment  of  the  money  of  the  society  in 
the  purchase  of  an  estate  to  be  divided  amongst  the 
members.  That  may  be  one  of  the  functions  of  a 
Freehold  Land  Society,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is 
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not  one  of  the  functions  of  a  Benefit  Building  Society. 
I  think  that  it  is  not  within  these  rules,  by  which  the 
members  are  bounds  and  in  conformity  with  which 
alone  the  directors  could  act ;  and  that  every  member  of 
the  society  is  entitled  to  say  to  the  directors,  **  You  shall 
not  go  beyond  these  rules."  I  think  that  the  fact  of  its 
being  called  a  Freehold  Land  Society^  or  of  the  pass- 
book being  headed  as  an  account  of  a  Freehold  Land 
Society,  or  of  the  minutes  of  the  directors  being  kept 
as  a  Freehold  Land  Society,  does  not  entitle  the  direc- 
tors to  act  contrary  to  the  rules  by  which  they  are 
boundi  or  preclude  any  member  from  olijecting  to  their 
acting  in  disobedience  of  them. 

The  consequence  of  this  is,  that  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  was  a  breach  of  trust,  and  that  the  directors 
had  no  authority  to  lay  out  the  money  of  the  society  in 
this  contract. 

Observe  what  the  consequences  would  be  of  my 
holding  that  this  contract  bound  the  society.  Mr. 
Syers  might  file  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of 
the  contract.  How  is  he  to  get  paid  his  purchase- 
money  ?  Is  each  member  liable  to  contribute  or  liable 
to  pay  the  whole  amount  ?  Upon  these  rules  I  think 
they  are  none  liable,  and  that  they  are  at  liberty  to 
say,—"  those  were  not  the  conditions  and  terms  upon 
which  we  joined  the  society."  In  the  same  way,  I 
think  that  they  are  entitled  to  say  that  the  directors 
have  exceeded  their  authority,  and  that,  by  entering 
into  this  contract,  they  have  acted  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  trust  delegated  to  them.  The  consequence  is,  that 
all  the  directors  who  authorized  the  payment  of  the 
money  must  be  held  liable  to  repay  the  amount,  for 
they  have  misapplied  trust  money. 


With  respect  to  the  trustees,  I  do  not  see  anything  to 
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affect  them  personally.     They  are  not  directors,  and        1859. 
have  nothing  to  do  with  ordering  the  purchase  to  be 
made.     They  are  mere  ministerial  officers,  holding  the 
money,  which  they  are  bound  to  dispose  of  as  the  di-     Harrison. 
rectors  should  direct. 

[Mr.  Southgate  referred  to  the  17th  and  35th  rules, 
which  were  read,] 

TUe  Master  of  the  Rolls  : — As  I  stopped  Mr.  Fol- 
lett  on  the  point,  if  anything  further  is  to  be  said  about 
it,  I  must  allow  the  matter  to  be  mentioned  again. 

What  I  intend  to  do  with  respect  to  the  trustees  is 
this : — I  think  they  acted  ministerially,  and  simply  under 
the  direction  of  the  directors.  I  do  not  consider  that 
they  had  anything  to  do  in  the  conduct  of  the  matter, 
and  therefore  there  ought  to  be  no  direction  on  them  tp 
replace  the  money ;  all  1  could  do  would  be  to  give 
them  no  costs. 

With  respect  to  Mr.  SyerSy  I  do  not  see  what  case  the 
company  has  against  him.  He  was  dealing  with  what 
he  supposed  to  be  a  Freehold  Land  Society,  for  they  call 
themselves  so,  and  such  societies,  I  assume,  have  power 
to  buy  land,  and  divide  it  among  their  members.  He 
was  not  bound  to  look  at  the  rules  of  the  Freehold 
Land  Society,  which  ordinarily  have  powers  to  deal  in 
matters  of  this  description.  He  could  not,  without  read- 
ing these  rules,  ascertain  that  this  was  not  a  Freehold 
Land  Society,  and  that  it  was  only  entitled  to  act  as 
a  Benefit  Building  Society  :  dealing  therefore  lotiajidey 
as  he  thought,  with  a  Freehold  Land  Society,  and 
simply  selling  land  to  it,  at  the  request  of  the  society,  I 
see  no  reason  whatever  for  saying  that  this  is  such  a 
transaction  as  necessarily  made  him  liable  to  return 
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the  money  he  has  received.  IT  the  contract  is  invalid 
or  set  aside,  the  persons  who  have  paid  Mr.  Syers  and 
are  made  liable  to  recoup  it  to  the  company,  may  or 
may  not  be  able  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  against 
him  to  make  him  restore  it ;  I  express  no  opinion  on 
that  poinf,  and  I  mean  that  the  decree  in  this  suit 
shall  not  fetter  any  proceeding  which  any  of  tbe  parties 
may  think  fit  to  take  against  Mr.  Syers  for  the  purpose 
of  making  him  restore  the  money  already  paid. 


I  think  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  against  Syers,  bat 
without  costs. 


March  21. 


There  must  be  a  declaration  that  this  was  a  breach  of 
trust,  and  that  the  directors  are  liscble  to  replace  the 
money.  The  directors  must  pay  the  Plaintiffs*  costs, 
assuming  that  to  be  asked  ;  but  no  order  will  be  made 
against  the  trustees,  who  will  have  no  costs,  unless  the* 
point  is  mentioned  again. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  read  the  answers  and  the  passages  in  the  bill 
to  which  ray  attention  was  very  carefully  called,  and  I 
think  that  I  came  to  a  correct  conclusion,  and  that  the 
bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  against  the  trustees  without 
costs. 


I  will  state  shortly  the  reason  why  I  have  arrived  at 
that  conclusion.  There  is  a  clause  shewing  that  they  are 
bound  to  dispose  of  the  company's  money  '*  in  accord- 
ance with  the  rules."  I  think  that  merely  means  this: — 
that  as  they  have  no  hand  in  the  management  of  the 
society,  they  are  to  sign  the  cheques  given  by  the  persons 
who  manage  the  society,  only  seeing  that  the  proper 
forms  are  followed  in  that  respect.     The  forms  were 
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not  entirely  complied  with ;  upon  one  occasion,  at  least,  1859. 
there  was  some  error  in  that  respect,  but  it  is  merely 
formal,  because  it  is  clear  that  the  directors  of  the  society 
really  intended  to  make  ^n  order  for  the  payment  of  Harrisqh. 
the  money.  But  the  trustees  do  not  rest  their  case  upon 
that,  they  do  not  say  "  we  were  merely  ministerial  offi- 
cers, we  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  management,  but  as 
ministerial  officers  we  simply  did  that  which  the  directory 
directed  us  to  do  :'*  so  far  from  it,  they  support  and  de- 
fend the  case  of  the  other  Defendants,  and  say,  that  this 
is  not  a  Building  Society,  but  a  Freehold  Land  Society. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  I  cannot  give  them  any 
cQst^  but  i  shall  make  qo  decree  against  them  to  replace 
the  Qiqney. 


COWLING  V.  COWLING. 

March  12,  14. 

THE  testator,  Mr.  Cowling,  at  the  date  of  his  will  and  Stock  in  the 
at  his  death  was  entitled  to  a  reversionary  interest  [^e^eLtrtOThas 
in  one-third  of  two  sums  of  8,380/.  Consols  and  2,798/.  a  reversionary 
red:uiced,   expectant   upon   the   death  of  Andre  JEHsee  ^^^  ^^  j,y  ^ 
Coutau.    These  sums  were  standing  in  Court  to  the  bequest  of 

credit  of  a  cause  of  Norris  v.  Harrison,  and  furniture, 

my  plate  and 

The  testator  made  his  will,  dated  1835,  which  was  money  and 
in  these  words : —  ^^^^\  '^»' 

may  be  due  to 
"  I  bequeath  unto  my  beloved  wife,  Sarah  Cowling,  roe  at  ray  de- 

my  goods  and  furniture,  my  plate  and  linen,  all  moneys 

and  notes  that  may  be  due  to  me  at  my  decease.     This 

is  my  will  and  testament.     Given  under  my  hand  at 

Greenwich  this  14th  day  of  March,  1836." 

The  testator  died  in  the  same  year. 

Andre  Elisie   Coutau  died  in  1858,  and  the  rever- 
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1869.        sionary  interest  then  fell  into  possession.     It  was  wholly 
claimed  by  Sarah  Cowling ,  under  the  will ;  but  the  next 
of  kin  of  the  testator  insisted,  that  it  did  not  pass  by  the 
CowLiNo.      terms  of  the  will,  and  that,  as  to  this  portion  of  the  tes- 
tator's property,  there  was  an  intestacy. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Berkeley  for  the  Plaintiff, 
one  of  the  next  of  kin.  If  the  stock  passes,  it  must  be 
under  the  word  "  goods"  or  "  moneys."  The  effect  of 
these  words,  in  this  will,  depend  on  the  context.  If  stock 
would  pass  by  the  word  "  money"  or  "  goods,"  still, 
here  there  is  the  addition  of  "  and  notes,"  shewing  that 
the  testator  did  not  intend  to  include  everything  by  the 
words  "  the  moneys."  Again,  the  moneys  are  also  li- 
mited to  those  "  due  to  me  at  my  decease."  Secondly. 
The  words  are  limited  to  things  ejtisdem  generis. 

Mr.  Cracknall  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Cotton,  for  the  widow,  argued  that  the  words 
were  sufficient  to  carry  the  stock,  and  that  the  autho- 
rities warranted  that  construction,  which,  it  was  appa- 
rent, was  the  real  intention  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  in  reply. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  : — Gosden  v.  Dot" 
teriU(a);  Kendall  y ,  KendalUJb)  ]  Hothamy,  Sutton{c)] 
Lowe  V.  Thomas  {d)  \  Waite  v.  Combes  (e)  ;  Stocks  v. 
JBarre  {f);  Avison  v.  Simpson  (g) ;  Roper  on  Lega^ 
cies  {h). 

The 

(a)  1  Mi/l,  6f  K.  56.  (c)  5  De  G.  ^  5.  676. 

(b)  4  Russ.  369.  (f)  1  Johnson,  54. 

(c)  15  r«.  319.  ig)  Ibid.  43. 

(d)  Kay,  369;  5  De  G.,  M.  (A)   Vol,  1,  ;>.  261  (4M  «/i7.). 
if  G.  315. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether,  on  the  terms  of  the  will,  the 
testator  intended  to  dispose  of  the  whole  of  his  personal 
estate. 

It  is  properly  observed,  that  the  word  "  goods"  does 
not  affect  the  question,  because  the  expression  is  ''my 
goods  and  furniture,"  making  a  distinction  between 
them,  though  furniture  would  be  included  under  the 
description  of  "goods."  The  only  question  is,  whether  it 
passes  under  the  words  "money  and  notes;'*  and  I  am 
much  disposed  to  think  that  the  question  is  to  be  treated 
in  the  same  way  as  if  it  occurred  as  to  a  similar  question 
regarding  the  residue  of  all  the  personal  property. 

The  reported  cases  are  not  easily  reconcileable,  ex- 
cept in  this  respect,  that  they  all  agree  in  this :  that 
where,  from  the  will,  it  appears,  that  the  testator  in- 
tended to  include  all  his  personal  estate,  the  word 
"moneys"  will  be  sufficiently  large  to  cover  it,  but 
otherwise  the  word  "  moneys"  is  to  be  read  in  its  re- 
stricted sense. 

Of  the  numerous  cases  cited  and  citable,  I  shall 
notice  only  two  which  are  favorable  to  the  widow  as 
taking  the  whole,  and  two  which  are  unfavorable  to 
her,  and  which  lead  to  the  construction  that  the  pro- 
perty which  is  not  specifically  mentioned  goes  to  the 
next  of  kin. 


1869. 

COWLINQ 
V, 

Cowling. 
March  14. 


In  Dowson  v.  Gaskoin(a)  the  testatrix  gave  pecu- 
niary legacies  and  200/.  each  to  her  executors,  "  and 
whatever  remained  of  moneys"  to  the  five  children  of 
E.  2>.     Lord  Langdale  held,  that  this  was  a  gift  of  her 

stock, 

(a)  2  Ke^n,  14. 
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1869.        stock,  and  there  was  every  appearance  of  her  intending 

^^'^^'^^^       to  include  her  whole  personal  estate  when  she  gave 
Cowling       ,  .  ,  .  '  ,  i       ^        ^ 

V.  legacies  payable  out  of  her  general  personal  estate  to 

Cowling,      qj^^^  ^^^^  ^y^^^  made  a  bequest  of  "  whatever  remained 
of  moneys"  to  others. 

The  other  case  is  Waite  v.  Combes  (a),  where  the  tes- 
tator directed  his  executors  ''to  take  and  receive  all 
moneys  that  might  be  in  his  possession  or  due  to  him  at 
the  time  of  his  decease"  and  invest  it  for  bis  wife  for 
life.  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  held,  because  there 
was  no  other  means  of  giving  effect  to  the  word  "  mo- 
neys," that  this  was  equivafent  to  a  gift  of  the  general 
personal  estate.  These  cases  also  seem  to  determine 
this :  that  wherever  legacies  are  given,  payable  out  of 
the  estate,  the  gift  of  the  "  residue  of  the  money"  would 
include  all  the  personal  estate. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  two  cases  unfavorable 
to  the  widow,  namely,  Oodsden  v.  Dotterill  {b),  and 
Lowe  V.  Thomas  (c). 

Tiie  case  of  Godsden  v.  Doiterill  seems  scarcely 
consistent  with  Dowson  v.  Gashoin;  it  is  certainly  very 
difficult  to  reconcile  them.  In  Godsden  r.  Dotterill  the 
testator  gave  legacies  of  money  "  and  the  rest  of  my 
money  to  be  equally  divided"  between  his  brother  and 
niece.  Sir  John  Leach  considered  the  case  with  some 
care,  and  came  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  words,  "  the 
rest  of  my  money"  did  not  pass  Consols.  He  said  "  I 
have  no  doubt  that  It  was  the  intention  of  this  testator, 
that  the  stock  should  pass  under  the  term  "  money," 
but  if  it  be  settled,  that  stock  shall  not  pass  under  the 
term  "  money,"  unless  there  be  some  explanatory  con- 
text 

(a)  5  Dc  G.  4  5.  676.  (c)  1  Xay,  369;  5  De  G.,  M. 

(b)  1  Mi^l.  4  K,  56.  ^  G.  315. 
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text  in  the  will,  I  am  afraid  the  testator's  intention  will 
not  be  effectuated,  for  here  there  is  no  such  explanatory 
context." 

• 

On  a  subsequent  day  he  said  '*  I  was  desirous  of 
looking  into  the  authorities  before  deciding  the  case, 
and  I  find  the  authorities  confirm  the  impression!  had 
at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  that  the  term  *  money'  will 
not  pass  stock  unless  there  is  in  the  will  some  expla- 
natory context,  and  here  is  no  explanatory  context." 

I  doubt  very  much  whether  any  rule  can  be  laid 
down.  It  would  seem  difficult  to  justify  this  conclu- 
sion : — that  if  sufficient  be  found  in  a  will  to  shew  that 
the  testator  intended  the  stock  to  pass,  still  that  the  word 
should  not  be  sufficient  to  effectuate  that  intention  with- 
out explanatory  context. 

The  case  before  me  is  infinitely  weaker,  but  Lowe  v. 
Thomas,  which  appears  distinct,  appears  to  me  to  govern 
this  case.  The  words  in  Lowe  v.  Thomas  were  these, 
"  I,  Ann  Thomas,  do  give  and  bequeath  to  my  brother, 
John  Thomas,  the  whole  of  my  money  for  his  life,"  and 
it  was  held  by  the  Lords  Justices,  that  stock  did  not 
pass.  Here  the  expression  is,  **  all  moneys  and  notes." 
What  confirms  me  in  the  impression  that  this  is  a  specific 
bequest  is  this : — that  there  are  gifts  of  three  sorts  of 
property  separately ;  first,  there  is  the  gift  of  "  my  goods 
and  furniture,"  secondly,  of  **  all  my  plate  and  linen," 
and  thirdly,  of  ''all  moneys  and  notes  that  may  be  due 
to  me  at  my  decease." 


453 


1869. 

COWLINQ 
V. 

Cowling. 


I  do  not  therefore  consider  that  by  the  word  "  money" 
he  intended  to  comprehend  everything,  but  something 
separate  and  distinct.  If  I  came  to  the  conclusion  on 
ibiB  will,  that  there  was  a  disposition  of  the  whole  of  the 

testator's 
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1869. 

Cowling 

V. 

Cowling. 


testator's  personal  property,  I  should  bare  do  doobt  that 
I  ought  to  follow  Dowson  y.  Gaskoim,  rather  thao 
Godsden  v.  Dolterill.  But  I  have  not  come  to  that  con- 
clusion, and  I  think  that  most  probably  the  stock  was 
not  present  to  the  testator's  mind,  and  that  he  iotended 
only  to  give  those  three  enumerations  of  property  which 
he  has  specified. 

The  result  is,  that  this  is  a  specific  bequest,  and  that 
all  charges  on  the  estate  will  primarily  fall  on  the 
residue  of  the  property.  I  must  make  a  declaration  in 
favor  of  the  Plaintiff. 


FebA7,  18, 
21. 

Mortgage  of 
iron  works 
and  rolling 
mill,  with  the 
machinery, 
&c.  specified 
in  schedule, 
**  and  all  en- 
gines, ma- 
chinery, fix- 
tures and 
things  which 
might  there- 
after he  fixed 
and  fastened 


THE  METROPOLITAN  COUNTIES,  &c. 
SOCIETY  V.  BROWN. 

"DROWN  was  entitled  to  a  long  lease  of  the  pre- 
mises at  Sheffield,  on  which  the  Albion  Iron  and 
Steel  Works  were  carried  on. 


By  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  23rd  of  Sep- 
tember, 1866,  Brown  granted  and  assigned  to  Vickers 
the  Albion  Iron  and  Steel  Works,  piece  or  parcel  of 
land,  rolling  mill  and  hereditaments,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, and  also  all  that  steam  engine  set  up  and 

?u^  fixed  for  working  the  said  rolling:  mill,  and  the  boilers, 
m  or  upon  the  o  o  '  » 

same  premises,  wheels,  shafts,  machinery,  gearing  apparatus,  trains  of 

whether  in  n 

addition  or  >*o''s» 

substitution. 

Held,  that  the  words  "  fastened  in  or  upon  the  same  premises"  governed  the  sentence, 

and   that  subsequent  additions,  consisting  of  an  engine  for  turning  a  lathe,  a  steam 

hammer  and  anvil,  a  boiler  and  furnace,  passed  to  the  mortgagees ;  but  that  cutters, 

bed  plate,  straightening  plate,  and  the  metal  flooring  of  the  mill,  did  not. 

Under  an  assignment  of  the  machinery  fastened  in  or  upon  a  mill,  Heldf  that  an 
anvil,  though  not  fastened  or  fixed  to  it,  passed,  as  essential  to  a  fixed  steam  hammer. 

Prior  to  a  mortgage,  the  mortgagee's  valuer  included  certain  articles  in  his  valua- 
tion, and  which  the  mortgagees  expected  would  be  comprised  in  their  mortgage,  but 
they  were  omitted  from  the  deed.  A  bill  to  rectify  the  deed,  by  including  them,*  was 
dismissed,  there  being  no  proof  of  a  common  mistake  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagees. 
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rolls,  shears,  fixtures  and  things  of  in  and  connected        1859. 

with  the  said  roHins:  mill,  and  which  are  specified  in  the      ^^^^'Ct 

^     ,     ,  ^  .  The  Me- 

schedule,  under  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  written,  tropolitan 
and  all  engines,  machinery^  fixtures  and  things  which  ^Society  ^ 
might  thereafter  be  fixed  and  fastened  in  or  upon  the  same  ». 

Brown 

premises,  whether  in  addition  to  or  substitution  of  the 
several  fixtures,  machinery,  articles  and  things  specified 
in  the  said  schedule. 

The  schedule  referred  to  contained  the  following  arti* 
cles  and  things  : — ''  Four  steam  boilers  and  steam  pipes 
and  valves  complete  ]  sixty  horse  power  steam  engine 
complete;  driving  wheel  and  shaft;  flywheel  and  shaft; 
two  speed  wheels  and  shaft;  long  underground  shaft; 
four  speed  wheels  at  end  of  ditto ;  long  train  of  rolls 
for  file  steel,  consisting  of  bed  plate  and  its  foundation, 
ten  standards  or  housings,  one  pair  of  pinions,  and  four 
pair  of  rolls  with  spindles  and  coupling  boxes  to  each 
pair ;  train  of  rolls  for  rounds,  &c.,  consisting  of  bed 
plate  and  foundations,  ten  standards  or  housings,  three 
pinions,  three  high  set  of  rolls,  pair  of  two  feet  rolls, 
and  two  pairs  of  twelve  inch  rolls  with  spindles  and 
coupling  boxes  complete ;  turning  lathe ;  pair  of  shears  ; 
forty  tons  or  upwards  of  cast  metal  floor  plates ;  nine 
large  metal  pillars  and  girders  for  roof  of  rolling  mill." 

On  the  18th  of  February,  1857,  Brown  mortgaged 
the  same  property,  by  the  same  description  and  with 
a  similar  schedule,  to  the  Plaintifls,  for  securing  1,500/. 
The  first  mortgage  also  became,  by  transfer,  vested  in 
the  Plaintifls. 

On  the  31st  of  August,  1857,  Brown  assigned  all  the 
machinery,  fixtures,  articles  and  things  in  the  mill  to 
Defendants,  as  trustees  for  their  creditors,  subject  to  the 
prior  mortgages. 

AOer 


Brown. 
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1859,  After  the  date  of  the  mortgages,  several  variations 

^"^^"^^      took  place  in  the  machinery,  &c.,  &c.,  of  the  mill,  and 
TRupoLiTAN    additions  were  made  thereto. 

Counties,  &c. 
Society 

V.  The  first  question  was,  whether  theg^e  additions  to 

the  mill,  made  after  the  mortgages,  passed  by  the  mort- 
gage deeds,  or  to  the  trustees  for  the  creditors  under 
the  subsequent  assignment.  These  consisted  of — (1)  a 
donkey  engine  ;  (2)  an  engine  for  turning  a  lathe ;  (3) 
fi  steam  hammef*  and  its  anvil ;  (4)  a  boiler  and  fumace; 
(5)  cutters;  (6)  bed  plates;  (7)  strtfightc^ning  plate;  and 
(8)  the  metal  fl6oring  of  iht  itill.  'the  circumstances 
relating  to  their  fiixHy  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment 
The  Plaintiffs  fikd  thi«  bill  for  a  declaratron  of  their 
right  io  these  articles,  and  for  an  injunctioti  to  restrain 
their  removal. 

The  Plaintiffs  also,  by  their  bill,  prayed  the  rectifi- 
cation of  the  second  deed  under  the  following  cSrcam- 
stiiinces  : — Some  of  the  articles,  which  )md  b^en  added 
to  the  mill  between  the  dates  6f  the  tvi^o  toortgi^ges,  had 
been  included  in  the  valuation  of  the  Plaintiffs'  valuer, 
but  the  schedule  of  the  first  mortgage  was  retained 
verbatim  in  the  second.  Upon  this,  the  Plaintiffs  in- 
sisted, that  it  was  intended  by  both  parties  that  these 
additional  articles  should  be  included  in  the  second 
mortgage,  and  they  asked  by  their  bill,  that  the  second 
mortgage  might  be  rectified,  by  inserting  these  articles 
in  the  schedule  thereto. 

Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.   W.  Wyllys  Mackeson  for 

the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  T,  H.  Terrell  for  the  trustees  of 
the  ci'editors'  deed. 


The 
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The  following  cases  were  cited  : — Trappes  v.  Har-        1869. 

ter  (a) ;  Fisher  v.  Dixon  (6) ;  Hare  v.  Norton  (c) ;  Ex      ^-'^^'^^*^ 

Th  e  M  E" 
parte  Barclay  (d)  \   W/iitmore  v,Empson(e)\  Hatckin-    fKo^oMTAir 

son  V.  Kay  (/) ;  £ar  ;?ar/e  Reynell{g) ;  Ex  parte  Bent-  Coumties,  &c. 
^<y(A);   Experts   Cotton  (i);    Mather  y.  Eraser  (k)^  tf, 

Hubbard  v.  Bagshaw  (I) ;  Wiltshear  v.  Cotirell  (m)  ; 
P/ace  ▼.  -Ftf^^r  (n) ;  TFinn  t.  Ingilby  (o) ;  Waterfall  v. 
Penistone  (p) ;  Skipp  v.  Harwood(q);  Williams  t. 
Evans  (r). 


BftOWN. 


TAe  Master  o/*  ^Ac  Rolls. 

The  view  I  take  of  this  case  is  shortly  this: — that  those       Feb.  18. 

m 

words  which  have  been  so  much  commented  on : — 
"  and  all  engines,  machinery,  fixtures  and  things  which 
may  be  hereafter  fixed  and  fastened  in  or  upon  the  said 
premises/'  Sec,  include  any  new  additional  machinery 
which  is  fastened  and  fixed  to  the  mill,  and  not  only  mere 
additions  to  the  existing  machinery.  I  think  also,  al- 
though there  is  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  and  obscurity 
about  the  clauses  in  the  deed  on  this  subject,  that  any- 
thing that  was  substituted  for  that  which  was  loose  at 
the  time,  and  which  was  essential  for  the  managetnent 
and  carrying  on  of  the  mill  as  a  rolling  mill,  would,  in 
equity,  have  passed  under  the  words  used.  But  I  do 
not  think  it  is  tiecessary  to  go  into  that  question,  because 
it  does  not  arise  here. 

I  am 

(a)  2  Cr.  8f  M.  153.  (Jk)  2  Kay  <$•  J.  536. 

(6)  12  C/.  4-  Fin.  312.  (/)   4  Sim.  326. 

(r)  5  Bum.  ^  Ad.  715.  (m)  I  Ell.  ^  B.  704. 

(rf)  5  De  Oex,  M.  *  G.  403.  (n)  4  Man.  *  Ry.  227. 

(e)  23  Beav.  313.  (o)  5  Barn.  Sf  Aid.  625. 

(/)  23  Beav.  413.  (p)  6  £//.  *  B.  876. 

(g)  2  M.,  D.  ^  De  G.  443.  (q)  2  Swan.  586. 

(A)  2  3f.,  D.  *  De  G.  591.  (r)  23  Beav.  239. 
(0   2  M.,  D.  i  De  G.  725. 


Browm. 
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1859.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words  "  fixed  and  fiuteoed" 

^^^^       must,  for  the  purpose  of  every  question  that  comes  before 

TRoroLiTAM    ^16,  accofding  to  the  true  constructioo  of  tbb  deed,  be 

CouNTiKi, &c.  considered  as  governing  the  whole  sentence;  conse- 

V.  qucntly,  the  Court  has  nothing  to  do  but  to  examioe 

the   evidence  in   respect   to  each  of  those   particular 

articles  brought  before  it,  with  a  view  to  see  whether, 

in  the  proper  legal  sense  of  the  term,  they  are  ''  fixed 

and  fastened  in  or  upon  the  premises/'  using  the  word 

"  fixed"  in  the  same  way  as  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  did 

in  the  case  of  Mather  v.  Fraser  {a),  and  with  whose 

observations  on  this  subject  I  fully  concur. 

I  will  take  them  in  their  order.  The  first  was  a 
question  about  a  donkey  engine,  which  was  given  up  by 
the  Plaintiffs  and  is  not  claimed.  The  second  and  third, 
the  engine  for  the  turning  lathe  and  the  steam  hammer, 
stand  in  the  same  position,  and  I  take  them  toge- 
ther. As  to  them  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
some  Ashlar  stone  is  laid  upon  a  proper  foundation 
niade  for  it,  of  some  depth  in  the  ground,  and  this  Ask- 
lar  stone  is  fixed  to  it  with  mortar  in  the  ordinary  way, 
and  then  the  firm  part  of  the  steam  hammer  is  screwed 
down  on  the  stone  by  a  number  of  screws.  I  am  of 
o|)ini()n  that  this  is  fixed  into  the  ground,  and  that  it  is 
a  fixture  in  the  ground  in  the  sense  in  which  the  Vice- 
Cliunccllor  used  it  in  Mather  v.  Fraser.  The  Ashlar 
stone  is  clearly  fixed  into  the  ground,  an  excavation 
being  made  of  a  greater  or  less  degree  of  depth,  as  a 
proper  foundation  for  this  stone,  which  is  built  up  in  a 
proper  manner,  and  upon  this  the  hammer  is  fastened. 
The  hammer  may,  no  doubt,  be  removed,  as  in  fact  a 
steam  engine  may  be  removed  from  every  species  of  mill, 

yet, 

(fl)  2  Kai/  ^  J.  636. 


Brown. 
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jetf  if  it  is  built  into  the  premises,   it  is   treated   as        1859. 
"  fixed  or  fastened"  to  them.  ^^T^^^ 

•  The  Me- 

tropolitan 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  this  steam  hammer  is  Bounties,  &c. 

'  '  t  Society 

"  fixed  or  fastened"  to  the  freehold,  and  that  it  comes  ». 

within  the  operation  of  the  mortgage  deed.  The  anvil, 
though  it  is  not  fixed  upon  the  ground,  forms  part 
of  it,  upon  the  very  just  distinction  taken  by  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wood,  that  it  essentially  forms  part  of  the 
machine,  and  which  would  be  incomplete  without  it, 
just  as  much  as  a  pump  handle,  which,  though  it  may 
be  removed  from  the  pump,  is  still  part  of  the  pump, 
and  passes  with  the  freehold.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion 
that  the  engine  for  the  turning  lathe  and  the  steam 
hammer  and  anvil  pass  to  the  mortgagees  under  the 
terms  of  the  deed. 

I  am  of  opinion,  also,  that  the  boiler  is  fastened  to  the 
freehold,  for  it  is  fixed  in  the  same  way.  An  excavation 
is  made  for  a  proper  foundation,  which  is  th'en  built  up 
with  bricks  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  it.  The  boiler 
is  then  placed  on  certain  supports  in  the  brickwork,  on 
whjcb  it  rests ;  then  two  or  three  tiers  of  additional 
bricks  are  raised  up  for  the  purpose  of  fastening  it,  and 
it  is  thus  completely  fixed  there.  It  is  impossible  to  say 
that  that  is  not  built  into  or  attached  to  the  freehold. 
If  this  be  not  attached  to  the  freehold  nothing  can  be, 
for  you  must  take  away  the  brick  work  in  order  to  ex- 
tricate it,  in  the  same  way  as  in  the  case  of  a  copper  or 
an  oven  that  is  fixed  into  the  ground.  It  might  as  well 
be  argued  that  any  thing  that  was  so  used  was  not 
attached  to  the  freehold,  because,  by  taking  away  the 
brick  work,  you  might  take  away  a  brewing  copper.  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  is  affixed  to  the  ground. 

I  bad  more  doubt  about  the  furnace,  but  Mr.  Davis's 

evidence 
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1859.       evidence  sati^fiejs  roe  that  the  furns^ce  is  also  fixed  to 
^^^7^       the  freehold.     It  appears  to  stand  thus :  in  the  first 

The  Me-  ... 

TROpoLiTAtf    place,  a  foundation  is  built  of  common  brick,  which, 

Countie8,5fc.  ^g  jj^  jjjg  Qther  case9,  goes  down  a  certain  depth  ipto 
V.  t^e  ground,  making  a  foundation  on  which  the  common 

,^oy^^r  brick  is  built.  The  furnace  itself  is  constructed  of  fire 
^rick^  fi^atened  together  with  fire  clay>  in  a  peculiar 
mQ^^,  by  which  they  are  united,  so  ^  to  foro^  the 
grea^t  protection  against  fire  which  they  are  capable 
of  ^tti^ining,  it  is  th^n  caped  with  iron  platen,  and  fii9- 
teq^  with  iron  ro()^,  which  are  driven  through  in  vari- 
ous directions.  If  it  wei;e  mei:ely  resting  on  the  brick 
yvprk,  so  that  you  might  be  easily  remoyed  from  one 
part  of  the  mill  to  another,  I  sho^lfd  hav^  -had  very 
cqns|der^ble  doubt  whether  it  was  or  wc^s  opt  a  fij^tore. 
But  the  evidence  shews  that  the  fire  pricks,  ^.hich  rest 
X  upon  the  common  bricks  which  form  the  foundation, 

are  attached  to  t^em  by  mortar  in  the  usnftl  n>odQ  of 
uniting  one  set  of  bi^icks  with  another.  Two  species  of 
bricks,  it  is  true,  are  us^d,  but  tha,t  does  not  a^ter  the 
case.  Besides  this,  tw,o  of  the  iron  plates  9t  thj^  mouth 
of  the  furnace  descend  in  the  ground  sonie  little  dis- 
^nce.  On  the  whole  I  am  of  opinio^  that  thia  ^Iso  is 
a  fixture. 

Th^  cutters  do  not  appeai;  to  me  to  be  fixeid.  There 
appef^'q  to  be  a  bed  plate,  which  is  not  fastened  ^.t  all, 
by  ^ny  process,  into  th^  ground.  The  usual  mode  of 
putting  bed  plates,  according  to  the  witnesses'  account, 
when  well  done,  is  to  rpake  a  solid  foundation  for  theip, 
soi^)etimes  of  Ashlar,  sometimes  mixed  with  wood,  and 
then  reS|t  the  bed  plate  on  that;  but  the  bed  plate  is 
pot  fixed  to  it  in  any  way  whatever,  there  is  pot  such  a 
thing  as  a  screw.  They  may  clearly  be  moved,  though 
no  doubt  it  requires  a  very  considerable  degree  of  power 
to  move  them,  as  they  are  very  heavy,  but  they  test 

on 
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on  the  foundation,  and  h^we  been  introduced  into  tl^e        ]8&p. 

mill  since  the  date  of  this  deed.  ^"ify^ 

The  Mb- 

tropolitan 

The  cutter  does  not  appe^tr  to  me  to  be  in  any  degree  Counties,  &c. 
fastened  ^o.  the  freehold  nor  is  the  bed  plate.     Even  if  9.  ' 

the  bed  plate  w^re  so  fastei^ed  to  the  freehold,  I  doubt       B^oi^^Jf* 
whether  ^  cutter  merely  wedged  in  with  pieces  of  wood> 
which  you  may  easily  remove  at  pleasure^  is  anything 
different  than  what  pomes  within  the  case  of  Hutchinson 
V.  Kemp, 

The  8^p)Q  thing  applies  to  the  straightening  plates^ 
though  a  sm^U  portion  of  them  penetrates  intp  thp 
ground  for  a  few  inches,  however,  that  is  merely  acci- 
dental, it  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  using  the  straight- 
ening plate,  and  it  is  merely  made  in  that  form,  (ox 
the  purpose  of  correcting  irregularities  in  its  construc- 
tion at  the  time  it  was  originally  cast.  Accordingly,  the 
straightening  plate,  when  laid  down,  does;  not  appear  to 
me  to  be  a  fixture  or  ''  fixed  or  fastened"  into  the 
ground,  but  must  be  treated  as  a  thing  which  might  be 
removed. 

As  to  the  metal  flooring  of  the  mill,  which  was  put 
down  subsequent  to  the  two  mortgage  deeds,  I  am  of 
opinion  it  cannot  be  treated  as  included  in  the  mort- 
gages; it  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  loose.  No  question 
arises  as  to  its  being  essential  to  the  working  of  the 
mill,  because  if  half  the  mill  were  floored,  the  rolling  mill 
could  carry  on  its  operations,  although,  no  doubt,  the 
mill  would  be  more  perfect  and  convenient  if  the  whole 
of  the  floor  were  covered  with  these  metal  plates. 

Some  of  the  metal  flooring  was  put  down  between 
the  date  of  the  deeds,  and  this  gives  rise  to  another 

question. 
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IHfjQ.        question,  whether  the  Court  cau&  rtSbrm   tie   iecaeid 

^"^v^      deed. 
TuK  Mft- 

CouMTf M,  ftc.       I  am  of  opinion  that  I  caonot  alter  the  deed  bj  Mr. 
9,  CroiiUtfi  raluation.     I  hare  do  doobt  tint  tlie  parties 

BftowM.  i^i^Q  advanced  their  money  inteoded  to  indnde  in  the 
deed,  not  only  the  metal  flooring,  bat  ererrthii^  con- 
tained in  Mr.  Croalejfs  Taloation,  iDcloding  both  the 
hammer  and  the  metal  flooring;  bot  I  cannot  reform  the 
deed,  unless  it  were  proved  to  my  sattsfactioa  that  there 
had  been  a  common  mistake,  that  is,  a  mistake  of  both 
parties.  There  is  nothing  to  satisfy  me  that  Mr.  Brovm 
made  any  mistake  on  the  subject.  It  may  well  be 
that  the  mortgagees  did  not  intend  to  advance  their 
money  unless  all  these  things  were  included  in  their 
security ;  if  so,  they  ought  to  have  taken  care  that  the 
scliedule  was  so  framed  as  to  include  them.  There- 
fore I  think,  that  this  part  of  the  metal  flooring  falls 
within  the  same  category  as  the  metal  flooring  intro- 
duced subsequent  to  the  date  of  both  deeds,  and  that  it 
must  be  treated  as  not  passing  to  the  Plaintiff's  under  the 
mortgage. 
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1859. 


Re  MATTHEWS. 

Jan.  29 

X^IFFERENCES    having    arisea    between    Grar^e  Upon  a  peti- 
-^     Matthews  and   Ann  his   wife,  they  agreed   to  *;°"  ^°  "j'P"'"* 

'  ^      o  new  trustees  of 

separate,  and  that  Mrs.  Matthews  should  have  the  cus-  a  separation 

tody  of  tlie  two  children.  death  of  the 

sole  trustee,  it 
was  ohiected 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  1st  of  October^  1853,  and  that  the  deed 
made  between  George  Matthews  of  the  one  part,  and  ^**  ^^^^'  *'* 

^  '        '  consequence 

Stephen  Clark  (the  brother  of  Mrs.  Matthews)  of  the  of  the  father's 

other  part,  Mr.  Matthews  assigned  to  Stephen  Clark  a  dwlin/his*"' 

policy  for  1,500/.,  and  his  life  interest  in  1,000/.,  upon  "gHt  to  the 

trusts,  as  to  the  policy,  for  Mrs.  Matthews  and  the  two  children.   The 

children  of  the  marriage;  and  as  to  the  life  interest  in  Court  declined 

^  11-         on  this  occasion 

the  1,000/.,  to  keep    on  foot  the  policy;  and   subject  deciding  as  to 

thereto,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  for  the  ^^  ^ah^^V"'  **"' 
'     r  I    J  1 1  J  appon)ted  new 

benefit  of  the  children  of  George  Matthews  and  Ann  trustees  to 
his  wife,  in  such  manner  as  Stephen  Clark,  his  execu-  property.* 
tors  or  administrators,  should,  in  his  or  their  discretion, 
think  fit;  and  subject  thereto,  upon  trust  for  the  use 
of  the  said  George  Matthews,  And  Mr.  Matthews  co- 
venanted with  Stephen  Clark,  that  he  would  permit  and 
sufi'er  Ann  Matthews  to  live  separately  and  apart  from 
him,  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole,  and  also  would  permit 
and  suffer  Ann  Matthews  to  have  the  custody,  charge 
and  entire  control  of  and  over  their  said  two  children. 
And  Stephen  Clark  covenanted  with  George  Matthews 
to  keep  him  indemnified  against  all  liability  or  obliga- 
tion to  provide  for  and  maintain  his  wife,  and  against 
her  debts  and  engagements,  &c. 

Stephen  Clark  died  on  the  18th  day  of  October,  1858, 

intestate,  leaving  Ann  Matthews  his  sole  next  of  kin, 

VOL.  XXVI,  H  H  and 
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1869.       and  no  letters  of  administration  of  his  estate  and  effects 
had  as  yet  been  granted. 


Re 

Matthews. 


There  being  no  power  to  appoint  new  trustees  in  the 
deed,  this  petition  was  presented  by  Mrs.  Matthews  and 
her  two  children,  praying,  that  in  conformity  with  the 
32nd,  34th  and  35th  sections  of  the  Trustee  Act,  1850, 
and  the  9th  section  of  the  15  k  16  Vict.  c.  55,  the  Court 
would  appoint  three  persons,  who  were  named  and  were 
willing  to  accept  the  trusts,  to  be  trustees  of  the  in- 
denture of  the  1st  of  October,  1853,  in  substitution  for 
Stephen  Clark,  deceased,  and  would  vest  the  trust 
premises  in  them  upon  the  trusts  of  that  indenture. 

Mr.  Chamock,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  for  Mrs.  Matthews,  opposed  the  petition, 
on  the  ground  that  the  settlement  was  void,  as  opposed 
to  the  principles  of  public  policy,  by  reason  of  the  father's 
abandoning  his  right  to  the  custody  of  his  children; 
Hope  V.  Hope  (a) ;  Vansittart  v.  Vansittart  (i). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  should  express 
no  opinion  as  to  the  validity  of  the  separation  deed, 
which  could  not  be  determined  on  this  occasion,  though 
he  fully  concurred  in  the  decisions  referred  to. 

That  he  had  jurisdiction  and  was  bound  to  appoint  new 
trustees  to  protect  the  property  for  the  persons  rightfully 
entitled  to  it,  but  in  doing  so,  he  did  not  intend  to  affect 
the  rights  or  liabilities  of  any  parties  under  the  deed. 

{a)  4  Be  (7.,  M.  Sf  G,  328 ;  26  L.  J.  (CA.),  417. 
(6)  4  Kaj/  ^  J.  62;  2  De  G,  ^  J.  249. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  466 

1869. 


ROTHERAM  t;.  ROTHERAM. 

March  25. 

"DY  his  will,  dated  in   1848,  the  testator  gave  and  Since  the  Wills 
"^     bequeathed   all   his   household    furniture,    plate,  g.  26),  real  ' 

linen  and  china  to  the  Plaintiff  (his  widow)  absolutely.  f»*»^  pawing 

by  a  reaiduary 

He  gave  legacies  of  500Z.  each  to  his  sons,  and  devised  devise  is  sub- 
bis  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  at  Berkeswell  J^^  ^°  ^®^^  *•* 

.  .  .     pnority  of 

to  his  widow  durante  viduiiaie^  with  remainder  to  his  specific  lega- 
daughters.     And  he  devised  and  bequeathed   all   the  l^  rendering 
residue   of  his   real   and    personal   estate   to  his   wife  arwiduary 
durante    viduitate,    with    remainder    to    his    children  f^^r^ 
equally.  c»°<^- 

The  testator  died  in  1863,  and  his  personal  estate 
(2,450/.)  was  insufficient  to  pay  his  debts  (6,000Z.,  of 
which  1,900Z.  were  specialty),  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  personalty  specifically  bequeathed  to  the 
widow  or  the  real  estate  passing  under  the  residuary 
gift  was  first  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  debts. 

Mr.  Sauthgate,  for  the  Plaintiff,  relied  on  Dady  v. 
Hartridge  (a),  in  opposition  to  Eddels  v.  Johnson  (&). 

Mr.  E.  Webster  cited  Long  v.  Short  (c). 

Mr.  Whitbread  cited  Biederman  v.  Seymour  (d) ; 
JEmuss  V.  Smith  (e) ;  Edwards  v.  Pugh.(f), 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  must  follow  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Kin- 
dersley, 

(fl)  32  L.  T.  7.  (e)  2  Be  G.  ^  S.  722. 

(6)  27  L.  J.  ( CA.),  302.  (/)  2  Jarm.  on  WilU,  2nd 

(c)  1  Peere  W,  403.  erf.,  527. 
\d)  3  Bern).  368. 

H  h2 
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1869. 


MOLLETT  V.  ENEQUIST.     (No.  2.) 

April  16. 

An  injunction  riiHE  Defendant  had  brought  an  action  at  law 
stay  an  acdon  against  the  Plaintiffs,  who  filed  the  present  bill(a), 

at  law  until       and  exceptions  had    been  allowed  to  the  Defendant's 

answer      The 

Defendant  answer.  The  Plaintiffs  obtained,  on  the  28th  of  Ji/Zy, 
^Ml^^**^'"  1858  (upon  proper  aflSdavits),  an  injunction  to  stay  the 
gave  notice  of  action  at  law  until  answer  or  further  order.     The  De- 

aoW°'after**'  ^^"^^"^  P"^  '"  ^  further  answer,  and  the  time  for  ex- 
which,  the  cepting  having  expired  and  the  answer  being  therefore 
amended  his  sufficient,  the  Defendant  gave  notice  of  motion  to  dissolve 
bill.    The  an-  the  injunction.    The  Plaintiffs  afterwards  amended  their 

Bwer  shewing  *' 

a  mere  legal      bill,  and  required  further  discovery. 

question : — 

tteld^  that  the 

injunction  From  the  answer,  it  appeared  to  the  Court  that  the 

must  be  dis-  i  *•         •      xu  *•  i      j  ^ 

solved  and       ^"v  question  m  the  action  was  one  properly  deter- 
that  the  Plain-  minable  at  law. 
tiff  was  not,  on 
this  occasioUi 

have^U  con-  ^^'  ^^^'^  ^"^    ^^'  -^W^"*  ^^^  ^^^   Defendant, 

tinned  on  the    argued  that  the  injunction  ought  to  be  dissolved,  the 

the\rneud-  ^  Defendant  having  put  in  a  full  answer,  from  which  it 
ments.  appeared  that  there  was  no  question  of  equity  to  be 

determined  between  the  parties;  in  other  words,  that 

there  was  no  equity  confessed. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
contended  that  the  injunction  ought  to  be  continued 
until  the  Defendant  had  put  in  a  full  answer  to  the 
amended  bill,  which  required  material  discovery  in  rela- 
tion to  his  banking  and  commercial  transactions,  which 

would 

(a)  25  Beav.  609. 
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would  elucidate  this  matter.  They  commented  on  the 
answers,  as  shewing  a  case  of  suspicion,  which  ought  to 
be  fully  sifted ;  and  they  argued,  that  the  Court  had 
now  complete  jurisdiction  to  try  the  question  between 
the  parties,  even  if  it  were  a  mere  legal  one. 


1859. 

MOLLETT 
V. 

Enequist. 
(No.  2.) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  I  can  continue  this  injunction.  It  is 
important  to  consider  in  what  way  the  late  statute  has 
altered  the  old  practice  upon  the  subject.  Under  the 
old  practice  of  the  Court,  when  a  bill  was  filed  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  proceedings  at  law,  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  injunction  until  he  obtained  a  suffi- 
cient answer.  But  where  exceptions  were  allowed  to 
the  answer,  the  common  order  usually  obtained,  was, 
for  leave  to  amend  the  bill,  and  that  the  Defendant 
should  answer  the  amendments  and  exceptions  toge- 
ther; in  that  case,  the  injunction  was  continued  until 
a  sufficient  answer  had  been  put  in  to  the  amended  bill. 
If,  however,  the  Plaintiff  thought  fit  to  adopt  another 
course,  and  allowed  the  exceptions  to  be  answered,  and 
afterwards  amended  his  bill,  then  the  injunction  was 
dissolved  upon  a  mere  motion  of  course,  unless  cause 
were  shewn  on  the  merits.  The  new  statute  required 
the  Court  to  assimilate,  as  nearly  as  possible,  the  prac- 
tice relating  to  injunctions  to  stay  proceedings  at  law 
to  the  cases  of  special  injunctions;  and  accordingly  the 
Plaintiff  was  required  to  make  an  affidavit  of  merits  with 
respect  to  his  defence  to  the  action  at  law,  or  to  make 
out  a  case  for  coming  into  Equity.  It  was,  therefore, 
supposed  that  the  practice  relating  to  each  species  of 
injunction  was  identical  in  all  respects;  but,  having  been 
a  member  of  the  Commission  who  recommended  the 
alteration  of  the  law,  I  have,  on  several  former  occasions, 
expressed  my  opinion  that  it  was  not  intended  by  the 

statute 
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1859. 

MOLLETT 
V. 

Enequibt. 
(No.  2.) 
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statute  to  take  away  from  the  PlaintifT  the  right  and 
advantage  of  having  a  full  discovery  from  the  De- 
fendant; and  accordingly,  not  only  have  I  acted  upon 
that  principle,  but  the  Vice-Chancellors,  concurring  with 
me,  have  acted  in  the  same  manner. 


Here,  the  Plaintiff  has  had  the  benefit  of  that  prin- 
ciple, for  he  has  obtained  a  full  discovery,  and  a  com- 
plete answer  has  been  put  in.  But  what  has  occurred, 
as  I  am  informed,  is  this: — That  the  bill  has  been 
amended  either  yesterday  or  to-day,  and  that  such 
amended  bill  is  now  put  upon  the  file,  and  I  am  asked 
now  to  continue  the  injunction,  upon  inferences  to  be  de- 
rived from  the  evasive  answer  given  originally,  coupled 
with  the  facts  arising  from  the  answers  to  the  excep- 
tions, which,  it  is  alleged,  shew  a  case  of  great  suspi- 
cion. Upon  this  I  do  not  mean  to  express  any  opinion, 
but  assuming  this  to  be  so,  it  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
make  out  an  equitable  case  to  be  determined  in  this 
Court,  but  a  question  to  be  tried  at  law.  The  question 
might  possibly  be  tried  in  this  Court,  still  it  is  a  purely 
legal  one,  a  simple  question  of  fact  to  be  determined 
by  a  Court  of  Law,  and  on  which  it  is  probable,  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  I  should  either  direct  an  issue  to 
try  the  question,  or  possibly  summon  a  jury  and  examine 
witnesses  viva  voce  before  me  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining it. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  is  a  question  to 
be  best  determined  at  law,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  has  had 
all  the  discovery  that  he  is  entitled  to  up  to  the  present 
time.  If  he  is  able  to  make  a  new  case  entitling  him  to 
an  injunction,  nothing  that  I  now  say  will  preclude  him 
from  adopting  that  course.  I  express  no  opinion  fur- 
ther than  this : — that  Defendant  having  given  the  full 

amount 
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amount  of  discovery  required,  and  it  appearing  that  the        1859. 
question  is  one  properly  to  be  tried  at  law,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  injunction  must  be  dissolved. 


NoTE^ — See  Harris  v.  Collet  I ,  antl,  p.  222;  Senior  v.  Pritchard, 
16  Beav.  473;  Lovcll  v.  Galloway,  17  Beav,  I  ^  and  19  heuv.  643; 
Chilton  V.  Campbell,  20  Beav.  531 ;  Mollett  v.  Enequist,  25  Beav, 
609;  Magnenf  v.  M'met  Royal  Company,  3  Drew.  130;  Fox  v.  H'Ui, 
2  DeG.^  Jones,  353 ;  Lloyd  v.  Adams,  4  Kay  4^  J.  467. 


Mollett 

V. 

Enequist. 
(No.  2.) 


BAGSTER  V.  FACKERELL. 


March  17. 


rriHE  testator  Edward  Fackerell,  by  his  will,  dated  Where  a  tes- 

in  1780  (among  other  things),  bequeathing  to  his  gaie'of'hla  real 
cousin  James  Packer  ell  the  elder  the  sum  of  4^.  per  estate  fcr  pur- 
week,  to  be  paid  to  him  weekly  during  his  life,  and  wholly  fail,  the 
he  devised  all  his  estate  to  trustees,  on  trust  to  sell  heirtokeaitas 

realty ;  but  if 

the  same,  and  invest  the  moneys  arising  from  such  sale,  the  failure  be 
together  with  all  sums  of  money  arising  from  the  sale  ^^J^\^^Le^ 
of  his  personal  estate,  (which  by  his  said  will  he  directed  sooalty. 
to  be  sold,)  and  then  to  be  placed,  in  the  joint  names 
of  the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  in  the  purchase  of 
£3  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  in  trust 
to  apply  the  dividends  thereof  in  payment  of  the  an- 
nuities and  weekly  sums  by  his  said  will  directed  to  be 
paid,  and  then  to  apply  the  residue  of  the  dividends  of 
the  said  trust  stock  according  to  the  following  directions 
in  his  will  (that  is  to  say) : — **  I  do  hereby  direct,  that 
as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  decease,  a 
proper  and  commodious  house  in  the  town  of  Bridge'* 
water  shall  be  taken  by  my  trustees,  on  lease  or  other- 
wise, at  such  yearly  rent  as  shall  be  agreed  upon,  and 
fitted  op  for  a  school  for  the  reception  and  education 
of  the  children  and  grandchildren  of  my  relations, 
William  Facherell,  James  Facherell,  junior,  Robert 
Greenfield  and   Catherine  his  wife,  John  Tucker  and 

Anfie 


Baoster 

V. 
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1859.  Anne  his  wife,  and  the  two  boys  of  Sarah  Lawrence, 
widow,  which  said  children  and  grandchildren,  as  they 
respectively  attain  their  age  of  seven  years,  I  will  and 
Fackerell.  direct  that  my  said  trustees  shall  place  and  clothe  in 
the  said  school,  at  the  expense  of  my  estate,  in  such 
manner  as  they  shall  think  proper,  until  each  of  them 
shall  attain  their  respective  ages  of  fourteen  years,  and 
then  to  put  or  place  them  out  apprentices,  to  such  trade 
or  business  as  they  my  said  executors  and  trustees  for 
the  time  being,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
shall  think  fit  and  most  conducive  to  their  benefit 
And  that  they  my  said  trustees  shall  also  adroit  and 
take  into  the  said  school  such  number  of  other  boys 
and  girls,  the  boys  being  two  to  one  in  proportion  to 
the  girls,  as  the  yearly  income  or  produce  of  my  trust 
stock,  from  time  to  time,  will  be  sufficient  to  educate, 
afler  paying  the  rent  and  taxes  and  other  expenses 
attending  the  school,  the  salary  of  the  master  and 
mistress,  and  answering  the  other  purposes  hereinafter 
mentioned." 

The  testator  died  shortly  afterwards.  A  suit  of 
Blandford  v.  Fackerell  being  instituted  for  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  at 
the  hearing  in  1796  (a),  declared  that  the  devise  and 
bequest  in  the  testator's  will,  as  a  devise  for  the  general 
purposes  of  establishing  a  charity,  was  void,  as  being 
within  the  act  of  parliament  of  the  ninth  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  late  majesty  King  George  the  Second,  in- 
tituled ''  An  Act  to  restrain  the  Disposition  of  Lands 
whereby  the  same  become  unalienable."  But  he  declared 
that  the  children  and  grandchildren  of  the  several  per- 
sons named  in  the  testator*s  will  were  entitled  to  the 
dispositions  made  in  their  favor  by  the  will,  so  far  as 

the 

(n)  See  4  Bro.  C.  C.  394  and  2  Ve$Jun.  238. 
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the  objects   thereof  were   not  too  remote.      And  his        1869. 
Lordship  declared^   that  the  devises   and   dispositions      ^^-^n^^^*^ 

1     •  1  »  Ml      y  i»  •  i\  Ba08TER 

contained  m  the   testators  will  (except  as  aforesaid)  |^. 

were  to  be  considered  as  a  trust  for  the  testator's  heir    Fackerell. 
and  next  of  kin. 

The  trustees  were  to  lay  before  the  Master  a  plan  for 
educating  these  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty^  and  for 
placing  such  persons  out  apprentices. 

The  Master  made  his  report  in  Decemher,  1767,  ap- 
proving of  a  plan,  which  was  confirmed  by  the  Court. 

There  was,  at  present,  only  one  person  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  above  devise  and  bequest,  and  the  fund 
(after  setting  apart  600Z.)  had,  therefore,  become  dis- 
tributable. 

The  only  question  was,  whether  James  Facherell 
(deceased),  the  heir  of  the  testator,  took  his  real  estate 
as  realty  or  personalty,  as  on  that  depended  the  ques- 
tion who  were  now  entitled  to  the  existing  fund. 

Mr.  C.  C.  Barber,  for  the  PlaintiflF. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer  insisted,  that  the  testator's  object 
for  conversion  having  now  failed,  the  conversion  was  to 
be  regarded  as  only  having  taken  effect  to  the  extent  of 
the  object  for  which  the  conversion  was  directed,  and 
that  the  heir  took  as  realty,  and  that  such  must  have 
been  his  intention. 

Mr.  FolleU  and  Mr.  R.  Moore,  contrct,  were  not 
heard. 

Mr.  Surrage,  Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Horset/j  for 
other  parties. 

The 
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V. 

Fackerbll. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Court  will  not  inquire  whether  the  intention 
would  best  be  carried  into  effect  by  disposing  of  this  as 
real  or  personal  estate.  The  testator  has  plainly  di- 
rected the  absolute  conversion  of  his  real  into  personal 
estate,  of  the  expediency  of  which  he  is  the  sole  judge ; 
and  as  he  has  given  a  clear  direction  that  it  should  be 
sold,  and  the  produce  invested,  no  doubt  he  must  have 
intended  a  conversion. 


This  distinction  then  arises,  if  the  object  of  the  con- 
version wholly  fails,  it  is  considered  that  the  testator 
only  intended  the  conversion  for  that  purpose,  which  as 
It  wholly  fails,  the  intention  also  fails,  and  the  heir-at- 
law  takes  the  property  as  real  estate.  But  if  a  part 
of  the  object  does  not  fail,  as  it  is  impossible  for  the 
Court  to  determine  how  far  the  testator  intended  the 
conversion  to  go,  the  heir-at*law  takes  the  residue  of  the 
property,  but  takes  it  as  personal  estate. 

In  other  words,  if  the  object  totally  fails,  the  property 
remains  real  estate,  and  as  such  descends  to  the  heir; 
but  if  there  be  only  a  partial  failure,  the  heir  takes  the 
surplus  as  personalty. 


Note. — See  1  Jarm,  on  Wills,  p,  554  {2nd  edit,). 
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1869. 


HODGKINSON  and  Others,  on  behalf,  &c.  v.  THE 
NATIONAL  LIVE  STOCK  INSURANCE  COM- 
PANY and  Others.  JpH  18, 19, 

21. 

rr^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  three  shareholders,  ''on  be-  Directors  of 
•*•      half  of  themselves,  and  all  other  the  shareholders"  tfr'^f "L 

'  were  allegea 

of  this  company,  except  the  Defendants,  against  the  to  have  paid 

company  and  the  directors.     It  alleged  to  the  effect  ^gmall^portion 

following  : —  o^  *!»«  'hares 

for  which  they 
had  subscribed 

The  company  was  established  and  completely  regis-  the  deed,  and 
tered  in  1863 ;  the  capital  was  to  be  260,000/.,  divided  ^i^  out  of  the 

into  100,000  £21. 10a.  shares.    The  110th  clause  of  the  company's 

funds,  pur- 
deed  of  settlement  provided  as  follows :—  chased  part  of 

the  chairman's 

"110.  That  the  first  instalment,  of  IO5.  per  share,  ha^cancelled 
shall  be  paid,  by  the  several  shareholders,  on  or  within  *  considerable 

1  •         J         /»  1  1  .  .  i.     1  number  of 

thirty  days  from  the  complete  registration  of  the  com-  those  sub- 

pany,  and  by  such  who  shall  become  shareholders  and  f^"^^^/^J  ^^ 

execute  these  presents  after  the  complete  registration  of  themselves. 

the  company,  or  of  the  deed  referring  thereto,  or  dupli-  authorized  W^ 

cate  thereof,  within  twenty-one  days  from  such  execu-  the  constitu- 

„  tionofthe 

"On.  company  or 

by  the  pro- 

Joknstone,  the  chairman  of  the  directors,  executed  Jg^^of^iettle- 
ihe  deed  for  4,000  shares,  and  the  seven  other  directors  ment: — HcW, 
for  11,000  shares  between  them;  but  disregarding  the  a  matter  of  in- 

110th  clause  of  the  deed,  they  each  paid  the  first  instal-  temal  manage- 
ment to  be 
ment  of  IO5.  a  share  on  600  shares  only,  leaving  6,600/.  confirmed  by 

of  the  first  instalment  unpaid.    This  was  discovered  by  *  general 

I  •'   meetmg,  and 

a  committee  of  investigation  on  the  1st  of  March,  1868.  a  demurrer  to 

a  bill  to  make 
_,-.,,,,_  ,rx     T        1       1  01      the  directors 

The  bill  alleged: — 'M9.  In  the  latter  part  of  thenablewas 
year  1866,  the  Defendant  Edward  Johnstone,  who  had  ^^^J^{^ 

paid 


474 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1869. 


HODOKINSON 
V, 

The 

National 

Live  Stock 

Insurance 

Company. 


paid  the  deposit  on  500  shares  of  the  4,000  shares  for 
which  he  had  subscribed  the  deed  of  settlement,  was 
desirous  of  retiring  from  the  company,  and  in  fraud  of 
the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other  shareholders  of  the  company 
(other  than  the  Defendants)  the  directors  agreed  with 
the  other  Defendants,  his  co-directors,  that  he  should 
be  exonerated  from  all  liability  in  respect  of  the  4,000 
shares  for  which  he  had  subscribed  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment and  that  he  should  be  deemed  to  be,  and  should 
be  made  to  appear  as  the  holder  of  500  shares  in  the 
company,  and  upon  which  he  had  paid  the  deposit,  and 
that  the  company,  out  of  its  funds,  should  purchase  of 
Johnstone  such  500  shares,  and  that  he  should  transfer 
the  same  to  the  company  or  some  nominee  or  trastee  on 
its  behalf,  and  that  some  provision  should  be  made  to 
indemnify  him  from  the  consequences  of  having  sub- 
scribed the  deed  of  settlement  for  4,000  shares.  The 
Defendants  the  directors  well  knew,  at  this  time,  as  the 
facts  were,  that  the  expenses  and  losses  of  the  company 
exceeded  its  income,  and  that  the  company  had  not 
succeeded  in  obtaining  any  return  for  its  paid-up  capital, 
and  that  the  dividends  theretofore  paid  to  the  share- 
holders had  been  paid  out  of  the  capital  funds  of  the 
company." 


The  directors  accordingly  purchased  of  Johnstone, 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  company,  his  500  shares,  and 
they  cancelled  his  remaining  shares,  for  which  he  had 
subscribed  the  deed.  They  in  like  manner  cancelled 
the  extra  shares  (beyond  500  each)  of  the  seven  other 
directors. 


The  bill  contained  the  following  allegations: — "61. 
The  cancellation  by  the  directors  of  the  shares  for 
which  they  severally  subscribed  the  deed  of  settlement 
was  illegal   and   fraudulent,  and   void  as  against  the 

Plaintiffs 
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Plaintiffs  and  the  other  shareholders  in  the  said  com-       1869. 
pany,  other  than  the  Defendants  the  directors.  Vi^^-^z 

HODGKIMSON 

V. 

"62.  The  purchase  by  the  directors,  on  behalf  of  the     ^^  The 

\  t  e  o      \  n        ^  t*        NATIONAL 

company,  and  payment,  therefore,  out  of  the  funds  of    Livb  Stock 

the  company,  of   the  600  shares  in  the  company  of    I"*"»a''cb 

Johnstone,  was  a  fraud  upon  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  other 

shareholders  of  the  company,  and  was  not  authorized  by 

the  constitution  thereof,  or  by  the  provisions  of  the  said 

deed  of  settlement."     And  the  Plaintiffs  insisted,  that 

the  directors  had  rendered  themselves  liable  to  make 

good  all  sums  applied  by  them  towards  the  payment 

for  the  said  shares,  and  were  also  liable  for  the  deposit 

of  lOs.  per  share  on  all  the  shares  for  which  they  had 

subscribed  the  deed  of  settlement. 

The  bill  also  complained  of  misrepresentations  made 
by  the  directors  as  to  the  affairs  of  the  company.  That 
the  committee  of  investigation  having  resolved  to  call 
an  extraordinary  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  to 
consider  the  position  of  the  company,  the  directors,  to 
frustrate  it,  had  unnecessarily  made  a  further  call  of  6^. 
per  share,  payable  on  the  28th  of  April,  1858,  and  had 
postponed  the  general  meeting  until  six  days  afterwards 
(the  4th  of  May),  the  consequence  of  which  was,  that 
those  who  did  not  pay  the  unnecessary  call  would  be 
disqualified  and  prevented  voting. 

In  regard  to  parties  to  the  suit,  it  alleged, — "37. 
The  Defendants  the  directors  held  the  extraordinary 
general  meeting  on  the  4th  day  of  May,  1858,  but  the 
Plaintiffs,  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  did  not  pay  up  the 
call  of  5s,  per  share,  and  consequently,  by  the  terms  of 
the  said  deed,  were  disqualified  from  attending  and 
voting  at  such  meeting.  The  Plaintiffs  are  unable  to 
discover  whether  any  of  the  shareholders  of  the  com- 
pany 
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pany  (other  than  the  Defendants  the  directors)  have 
paid  the  call  of  5«.  per  share,  and  if  any  of  such  other 
shaDeholders  have  in  fact  paid  the  call,  they  are,  for  all 
the  purposes  of  this  suit,  represented  by  the  Defendants 
the  directors,  and  if  any  such  there  be  they  are  known 
only  to  the  Defendants  the  directors,  who  have  refused 
to  give  to  the  Plaintiffs  any  information  with  reference 
thereto,  although  they  have  been  requested  so  to  do, 
and  the  Defendants  ought  to  discover  and  set  forth  the 
names  of  such  shareholders,  if  any  such  there  be.'* 


The  bill  after  referred  to  the  proceedings  stated 
ante  (a),  and  prayed : — 

1.  A  declaration  that  the  Defendants  were  not  en- 
titled to  make  the  call  of  5^.  per  share,  or  any  other 
call,  until  the  directors  had  paid  the  amounts  due  on 
the  cancelled  shares. 

2.  A  declaration  that  the  cancellation  of  the  directors' 
shares  was  wholly  illegal,  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
the  shareholders,  and  that  the  directors  were  liable  in 
respect  of  them,  and  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  full 
amount  now  due  on  them. 

3.  A  declaration  that  the  purchases  by  the  directors 
of  the  500  shares  in  the  company,  out  of  its  funds,  was 
fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  shareholders,  and  that 
the  directors  might  repay  it. 

4.  That  a  call,  if  necessary,  might  be  made  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court, 

And  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  enforcement  of 
the  last  call  and  the  forfeiture  of  the  shares. 


The  Defendants  demurred  to  this  bill. 


(a)  In  ft  The  National  Live  Stock  Company,  ante^  p.  153. 


Mr. 
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Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper^  in  support  of 
the  demurrer^  argued  that  the  subjects  complained  of 
related  to  matters  of  internal  management  of  a  cora- 
pany,  which  might  be  affirmed  by  a  general  meeting, 
and  in  which,  according  to  the  authorities,  this  Court 
would  not  interfere. 

Mr,  Selwyn,  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell  and  Mr.  Siiffe,  in 
support  of  the  bill,  argued  that  a  general  meeting  had 
no  power  to  bind  the  individual  shareholders  in  respect 
of  these  matters,  and  that  a  fraud  and  breach  of  trust 
had  been  practised  and  committed  by  the  directors,  for 
which  they  were  responsible  in  this  Court. 

Mr.  JR.  Palmer  in  reply. 


1869. 
H0DOKIN8OK 

V. 

The 

National 

Live  Stock 

Insurance 

Company. 


The  following  authorities  were  relied  on : — Foss  v. 
Harbotde  (a) ;  Mozley  v.  Alston  (b) ;  Kent  v.  Jack-- 
son  (c) ;  JSluch  v.  Mailable  (d)  ]  Preston  v.  The  Orand 
Collier  Dock  Company  (e);  Williams  v.  Pageif); 
DanielVs  Case(g);  Munts*  Case{h);  Holt's  Case{i}; 
Clements  v.  Bowes  (k) ;  In  re  The  Athenwum  Life  In- 
surance Society  (/) ;  Attorney-General  v.  The  Corpora- 
tion of  Poole  (w)  ;  Hichens  v.  Congreve  (»)  ;  The  York 
and  North  Midland  v.  Hudson  (0) ;  Lord  v.  The  Copper 
Mining  Company  {p);  Yetts  v.  The  Norfolk  Railway 
Company  (q) ;  Bailey  v.  The  Birkenhead^  S^c.  Railway 
Company  (r);  Ex  parte  Morgan{s) ;  Taylor  v.  Hughes{t)\ 
The  Exeter  and  Crediton  Railway  Company  v,Buller(u). 

The 

(o)  2  Hare,  461,  468.  (/)  4  Kay  if  J.  549. 

(6)  1  Phil,  790.  (m)  4  MyL  if  Cr,  17. 

(c)  14  Beao.  367.  (?i)  4  Rust.  562. 

(d)  PoU.  (0)  16  Btav.  485. 
(c)  11  Sim,  327.  (p)  2  Phil,  740. 

(/)  24  hew,  654.  (9)  3  DeGts  4-  Sm.  293. 

ig)  22  Bcov.  43.  (r)  12  Beav,  433. 

(A)  Ibid,  55.  («)  1  Mac,  *  G,  228. 

(t)  Ibid,  48.  (0  2  Jonet  if  L.  24. 

ik)  1  Droo.  684.  (ti)  5  Aai/ti;.  Ca.  211. 
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April  21. 


TTie  Ma8T£R  of  the  Rolls. 

On  reading  over  the  bill,  I  am  confirmed  in  my  im- 
pression,  and  I  think  that  the  demurrer  must  be  over- 
ruled. There  is  a  great  deal  alleged  in  the  bill  on  which 
I  shall  express  no  opinion  until  the  hearing,  resting  my 
decision  on  the  point  principally  argued.  But  taking 
the  allegations  in  the  bill  most  favorably  for  the  De- 
fendants, I  think  that  this  is  not  a  matter  which  could 
be  affirmed  by  a  general  meeting.  The  52nd  para- 
graph of  the  bill  is  decisive.  It  is  this — IHis  Honor 
read  it.] 


It  was  suggested  that  you  must  take  everything  most 
strongly  against  the  pleader,  and  that  there  is  not  a 
direct  prohibition  against  the  purchase  and  cancellation 
of  shares.  I  think  that  the  fair  way  of  treating  this  alle- 
gation is,  that  the  acts  were  not  authorized  by  the  deed ; 
in  other  words,  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  deed  of 
settlement,  and  whether  one  or  the  other,  it  was  not 
in  any  respect  authorized,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is 
a  matter  which  could  not  be  confirmed  by  a  general 
meeting.  Therefore,  without  disputing  the  authority  of 
the  case  of  Foss  v.  Harlottle  (a),  which  I  have  always 
followed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  a  sufficient  alle- 
gation of  equity  in  the  bill,  and  that  the  demurrer  must 
be  overruled. 

I  will  either  reserve  the  costs  of  demurrer,  or  make 
them  costs  in  the  cause. 

(a)  2  Bare,  461,  468. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  14th  Junt^  1859. 
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GREENWOOD  v.  JEMMETT. 

Nov,  9,  10. 

J^HOBBE  LANCASTER,  by  her  will  and  codicil  A  testatrix, 

J^  who  Wfts  di" 

dated  respectively  in  1851  and  1854,  bequeathed  titled  to  half 
certain  legacies  and  half  her  residue  to  her  sister  Frances  ®^^f'  Bister'i 

J  residuary 

Greenwood,  estate,  be- 

queathed a 

Erances  Greenwood,  by  her  will  dated  in  1856,  gave  ^^h,  tf  it 
certain  trivial  specific  chattels  in  her  possession,  some  8}>o«ld  fail, 

she  directed 

small  pecuniary  legacies  and  one  large  legacy  to  one  should  fall 
for  life,  with  remainders  over,  and  if  these  remainders  "^!^n^^^ 
should  fail,  she  directed  this  legacy  to  fall  into  her  own  bequeathed 
estate.     She  then  proceeded  thus ; — "  And   as  to  the  |,g^  property 
residue  of  iwy  property  (excluding  therefrom  what  I  may  (except  that 

^  o  ^  «^    derived  from 

derive  from  the  estate  of  my  sister  Phoebe,  m  the  event  her  sister)  to 

of  my  surviving  her),  I  bequeath  the  same  to  the  three  ^'i^^  ™ 
J  o         ''  1  residue  of  her 

sons  of  the  said  Thomas  Greenwood  the  elder,  or  such  of  property  de- 
them  as  may  be  living  at  my  death  ;   and  as  to  the  liter's  estete*' 
residue  of  my  property  that  may  consist  of  what  I  may  to  B.    Held, 
derive  from  the  estate  of  my  said  sister,  I  bequeath  the  must  contri- 
same  unto  my  five  nephews  and  nieces,  or  such  of  them  ^"^  ^i*^  *^® 

•'  *  former  to- 

as  may  be  living  at  my  death."  wanls  payment 

of  the  debts, 

Phoebe  Lancaster  died  in  1857,  and  Frances  Green--  le^es. 
wood  in  1858. 

The  executors  of  Phoebe  Lancaster  paid  and  trans- 
ferred to  the  executors  of  Frances  Greenwood,  in  respect 
of  her  legacies,  the  sum  of  7,000/.  £3  per  Cents.,  85/. 
Long  Annuities  and  1,500/.  East  India  Stock,  and  her 
share  of  the  residue  was  computed  at  12,000/. 

This  was  a  special  case,  and  the  Plaintiffs,  the  three 
BODS  of  Thomas  Greenwood,  submitted,  that  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  Frances  Green- 

TOL.  xxYi.  1 1  wood, 


Greenwood 

V. 
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1858.  wood,  that  portion  of  her  estate  which  she  derived  from 
her  sister  Phcebe  was  liable  to  contribute,  rateably  with 
the  remaining  portion  of  her  estate,  towards  the  pay- 
Jbmmbtt.  ment  of  her  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  and  other 
expenses,  and  towards  the  payment  of  the  legacies  gi? en 
by  her  will. 

The  Defendants,  the  five  nephews  and  nieces,  con- 
tended that  they  were  entitled  to  their  legacy  without 
any  such  liability  to  contribution.  The  question  was 
now  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Roundell  Palmer  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs. Frances  Oreenwood  has  divided  her  residue  into 
two  portions,  viz.  the  one  derived  by  her  from  her 
sister,  and  the  other  consisting  of  her  own  property. 
These  two  portions,  though  given  to  two  diSerent 
classes  of  persons,  constitute,  in  fact,  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  they  must  both  contribute, 
rateably,  towards  the  payment  of  her  debts  and  legacies. 

Mr.  Skapter  and  Mr.  Kingdon  for  the  Defendants. 
The  testatrix  makes  a  distinction  between  that  portion 
of  her  property  which  she  derived  from  her  sister  and 
her  own.  The  latter  she  emphatically  calls  "  my  pro- 
perty "  twice  over,  although  she  afterwards  uses  the 
expression  **  my  property  that  may  consist  of  what  I 
may  derive  from  my  sister."  She  first  proceeds  to  dis- 
pose of  her  own  property  by  giving  specific  chattels, 
such  as  chairs,  &c.  in  her  actual  possession,  and  in  no 
way  derived  from  her  sister,  and  then  gives  small  pecu- 
niary legacies  and  a  large  legacy,  which  latter,  in  certain 
events,  is  to  fall  into  her  own  estate.  It  cannot  be 
supposed  that  this  legacy  was  to  be  raised  out  of  the 
two  estates,  and  on  failure  to  fall  into  one;  she  roust 
have  meant  it  to  fall  into  the  fund  from  whieh  it  was 

taken, 
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taken,  and  it  must  therefore  be  taken  from  her  own        1868. 
estate  alone.     The  principle  nosciiur  a  sociis  applies,    ^ 

*^  ^  .  Greenwood 

and  shews  that  the  other  small  pecuniary  legacies  were  «. 

to  come  out  of  her  own  estate.  emmett. 

The  testatrix,  having  up  to  this  point  dealt  with 
Iicr  own  property  exclusively,  then  proceeds  to  dispose 
of  her  residue,  which  she  gives  to  the  Plaintiffs,  with  an 
exception  of  what  she  derived  from  her  sister,  and  this 
she  gives  to  the  Defendants.  Though  the  testatrix 
calls  the  property  derived  from  her  sister  residue^  still 
it  is  ft  specific  bequest  of  what  was  excepted  out  of  the 
residuary  bequest  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  was  a  particular 
residue.  The  word  residue  often  means  aliquot  share; 
Lloyd  T,  Lloyd  {a))  Easum  r.  Apple/ord  (b) ;  Page  v. 
LeapingweU  (c). 

Mr.  Lloyd  in  reply.  There  is  nothing  absurd  in  a 
testatrix  desiring  a  large  legacy  to  be  raised  out  of 
(wo  funds,  and  on  failure  of  the  gift  to  fall  into  one  of 
those  funds  exclusively ;  and  that  supposed  difficulty 
being  removed  out  of  the  way,  the  case  resolves  itself 
into  a  simple  division  of  residue  into  two  shares,  after 
the  whole  estate  has  borne  all  its  legitimate  legal 
hifrdens. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
word  "  residue^  was  used  in  the  same  sense  in  both  in- 
stances; viz.,  as  something  remaining  after  bearing  the 
burdens  on  it.  He  declared  that  the  two  estates  must 
contribute  rateably  towards  the  payment  of  the  debts, 
expenses  and  all  the  pecuniary  legacies. 

(«)  4  Bean.  231.        {b)  5  Myl.  if  Or,  56.        (r)  18  Fes.  463. 


NoTC. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices. 
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April  29. 

A  father  had 
an  exclusive 
power  of  ap- 
pointment in 
favor  of  his 
children  over  a 
fund,  which,  in 
default,  was 
limited  to  them 
equally,  and, 
as  representa- 
tive of  a  de- 
ceased son,  he 
was,  in  default 
of  appoint- 
ment, benefi- 
cially entitled 
to  one- third  of 
the  fund.    The 
father  released 
the  power  to 
his  mort- 
gagees : — . 
lit  id,  that 
the  power 
had  been 
effectually  de- 
Btroved,  and 
the  Court  de- 
clared the 
rights  of  the 
parties  conse- 
quent on  such 
destruction. 


SMITH  t;.  HOUBLON. 

T>  Y  a  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and 
"^  Mrs.  Cotton,  in  1833,  funds  were  vested  in  trus- 
tees, on  trust  for  Mr.  Cotton  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
Mrs.  Cotton  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor, 
''  upon  trust  for  all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more,  in 
exclusion  of  any  other  or  others,  of  the  child  or  children 
of  the  marriage,*'  to  be  vested  and  payable  at  such  time 
or  respective  times,  and  in  such  shares,  &c.  &c.,  as  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Cotton  jointly,  or  the  survivor,  should  appoint; 
and,  in  default  of  appointment,  in  trust  for  all  the 
children  in  equal  shares. 

The  settlement  contained  a  proviso,  giving  over  the 
shares  of  any  dying  under  twenty-one  without  having 
been  married,  and  a  hotchpot  clause,  together  with  the 
usual  powers  for  maintenance,  &c. 

Mrs.  Cotton  died  in  1838.  There  were  three  children 
of  the  marriage,  viz.,  John,  Maria  and  Mariann.  John 
attained  twenty-one,  and  died  in  1857,  intestate  and 
without  having  been  married,  and  his  father,  Mr.  Cotton, 
was  his  legal  personal  representative.  Maria  had 
attained  twenty-one,  and  was  living,  but  Mariann  was 
still  an  infant. 


In  1858,  Mr.  Cotton  assigned  all  the  one  undivided 
equal  third  part  or  share  in  the  trust  funds,  to  which  be, 
as  next  of  kin  and  administrator  of  his  son,  was  then  enti- 
tled, by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secure  1 1,000/.  And  Mr. 
Cotton  thereby  released  and  for  ever  discharged  the  said 

one- 
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one-third  share  of  the  trust  funds  of  and  from  the  power  1869. 
of  appointment  given  or  limited  to  him,  to  the  end  and  in- 
tent that  the  same  share  might  thenceforth  be  discharged 
and  exonerated  from  the  power  of  appointment,  and  that 
be  might  be  absolutely  excluded  from  exercising  the  same 
power,  so  far  as  respected  the  same  share;  but  so, 
nevertheless,  as  not  to  prejudice  his  powers  over  the 
portion  of  the  trust  funds  not  thereby  assigned. 

This  partial  release  of  the  power  was  considered 
by  the  parties  nugatory. 

The  mortgage  was  afterwards  transferred,  and  by  a 
deed  executed  in  1859,  and  made  between  Mr.  Cotton 
of  the  one  part,  and  the  transferees  of  the  mortgage  of 
the  other,  Mr.  Cotton  thereby  released  and  for  ever  dis- 
charged, unto  the  transferees,  all  the  trust  funds,  of  and 
from  the  power  of  appointment  given  to  him  by  the  set- 
tlement, to  the  end  and  intent  that  the  same  trust  funds 
might  thenceforth  be  discharged  and  exonerated  from  his 
power  of  appointment,  and  that  he  might  be  barred  and 
absolutely  excluded  from  exercising  the  same  power  as 
to  any  portion  of  the  trust  funds,  and  that  such  trust 
funds  might  devolve  according  to  the  provisions  made 
by  the  marriage  settlement  in  default  of  appointment. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  the  mortgagees,  Mr.  Cotton 
and  Maria  Cotton,  against  the  trustees,  and  they  insisted 
that  under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore  stated,  the 
mortgagees  were  entitled  to  one  third  portion  of  the 
trust  funds,  and  that  another  third  portion  of  the  trust 
funds  was  vested  in  Alexander  Cotton  for  his  life,  with 
an  absolute  and  indefeazible  remainder  to  Maria  Cot- 
ton^  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  demand  a  transfer  to 
them  of  the  last-mentioned  third  portion,  and  were 
desirous  of  having  such  transfer  effected.     The  bill  also 

stated, 
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stated,  that  the  trustees  were  unwilling  to  make  snch 
transfers  without  the  sanction  of  this  Court. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  rights  of  all  parties  to  the 
funds  might  be  ascertained  and  declared,  and  that  the 
trust  funds  might  be  divided  and  apportioned  amongst 
the  parties  interested  therein;  and  for  a  declaration, 
that  the  son  John's  share,  on  the  release  of  the  power, 
became  vested  in  the  mortgagees.  It  also  prayed  for 
a  transfer  of  the  shares  of  John  and  Maria, 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hobhouse,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
At  one  time,  great  doubts  were  entertained  whether  such 
a  power  as  this  could  be  released  or  extinguished,  bmt  it 
was  ultimately  settled  that  it  could ;  West  v.  Bemey  (a); 
Smith  V.  Death  {h) ;  Horner  v.  Swann  (c) ;  Bickley  v. 
Guest  {d);  Sugd.  on  Powers  (e). 

This  case  differs  from  Cunynghome  r.  Thurlawif), 
for  there  the  donee  of  the  power,  by  the  deed  re- 
leasing  it,  obtained  for  himself  a  personal  benefit,  to 
which  he  would  not  otherwise  have  been  entitled.  Here 
the  case  is  otherwise,  and  the  release  is  to  the  mort- 
gagees, as  against  whom,  the  mortgagor  could  not  exe- 
cute the  power,  in  derogation  of  his  own  grant. 

Mr.  Osborne  for  the  Defendants,  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement.  This  case  is  governed  by  Cunynghome  v. 
Thurlow,  where  it  was  decided  that  the  father  couM  not 
have  any  benefit  from  his  own  act  in  releasing  a  power; 
the  point  as  to  a  release  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
sideration was  not  raised. 

The 


(a)  1  Rust.  4*  M.  431. 
(6)  5  Madd,  371. 

(c)  1  Turn.  4-  R,  430. 

(d)  1  Run.  Sf  M.  440. 


(0   Vol.  1,  pp.  101,  102  (d(A 
edit.) 
(/)  1  Run.  4-  Myl  436. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rollis.  1859. 


I  will  merely  declare,  that  the  power  was  effectually        Smith 
released  by  the  deed  of  1859,  and  the  rights  of  the      Houblon. 
parties  consequent  thereon. 


WARD  V.  GREY.  "^f'  f^' 

June  1. 

THE  question  in  this  special  case  arose  on  the  will  A  testator  de- 
j       j-*i       c  T  A  J         ^     J  sired  that  every 

and  codicils  ot  James  Adams  Crordon.  legatee  under 

his  will  should 
**  contribute  iC  I 

By  his  will|  dated  in  1852,  the  testator  devised  his  per  cent,  out  of 
mansion-house   called   Stocks   House  and   his   Stocks  l**\*r  legacies 

to  Mrs.  ir.ana 

Estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  with  remainders  over.     And  her  children. 
be  directed  that  all  his  plate,  china,  fixtures,  books  and  specific  lega- 
fumiture,  which  should  be  in  or  about  or  belong  to  his  tees  and  annui- 
said  mansion-house  thereinbefore  devised,  and  also  all  giduary  le- 
such   furniture   as   should   be   purchased   and    placed  gatee(both  m 

^  *  *  respect  of  the 

therein  by  his  executors  thereinafter  named,  pursuant  residuary  per- 
to  the  declaration  thereinafter  contained,  and  also  his  J^d*of  the^pro- 

grand  piano-forte  in  ih^  Pantechnicon^  should  be  annexed  duce  of  real 
,  .        I  1*1  •II      estate  directed 

to  the  same  mansion-house  as  neir-looms  to  go  with  the  ^  \^  con- 
same.     And  he  directed   his  executors  to  lay  out  and  y®*"*®^^  ^^'^ 
expend,  in  the  enlargement,  embellishment,  repair  and  tribute, 
completion  of  his  mansion-house  called  Stocks  House,  j     Tu*p  *^ 
and  the  erection  of  two  new  lodges  thereto,  according  children,"  ex- 
to  certain  plans  and  elevations  which  had  been  pre-  ancSfer  Mrtof 
pared  and  approved  by  him,  and   with  such  modifica-  **je  w»JI  as  a 
tions  of  detail  as  circumstances  might,  in  the  judgment  and  her 
of  his  executors,  render  desirable  and  expedient,  and  in  ^"l^^'i      j 
refurnishing  the  same  mansion-house,  such  a  sum  of  took  for  life, 
money  as  might,  in  their  judgment,  be  necessary  for  the  g-^akine  an- 

purpose,  nuities  are 
legacies,  al- 
though a  distinction  is  made  between  them,  in  many  cases,  arising  from  the  peculiar 
terms  of  the  will. 

**  Residue"  is  not  a  **  legacy,"  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  though  the  person 
taking  it  is  a  residuary  legatee. 


Ward 

V. 
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1859.  purpose,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  3,000/. 
And  he  bequeathed  to  his  wife  his  marquetterie  book- 
case, and  all  the  Sevres  china  in  his  mansion-house  at 

Gret.  Narshy  and  also  all  his  furniture,  plate,  books  and 
effects  which  should  be  in  or  about  or  belonging  to 
his  mansion-house  at  Knockespock  at  his  death,  abso- 
lutely, and  also  the  sum  of  1,000/,  which  he  directed 
should  be  paid  to  her  by  his  executors  immediately 
or  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  decease. 

And  he  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  sell  all  his  real  estate, 
and  to  convert  and  get  in  his  residuary  personal  estate, 
and  after  payment  of  his  funeral  expenses  and  debts 
and  the  legacy  thereinbefore  bequeathed  to  his  wife, 
and  after  setting  apart  and  providing  a  sum  of  SfiOOL 
for  the  purposes  thereinbefore  expressed,  upon  trust  to 
pay  such  legacies  and  annuities  as  he  might  bequeath 
by  any  codicil  to  his  will,  and  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
clear  residue  of  his  said  residuary  estate  (after  satisfying 
the  bequests  aforesaid)  unto  his  wife  absolutely.  And 
he  declared  that  no  such  annuitant  should  be  allowed  to 
accept  the  value  of  his  or  her  said  annuity  in  lieu  thereof. 

The  testator  afterwards  made  several  codicils  to  his 
will,  by  which  he  gave  a  great  number  of  legacies  and 
annuities,  some  of  the  latter  being  so  small  as  10/.  and 
15/.  a  year. 

By  his  fourth  codicil  he  expressed  himself  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms:—"  Whereas  the  last  legacy  of  Nelson  to 
his  country  has  been  so  ungratefully  ignored^  and  whereas 
I  have  done  my  humble  best  to  carry  it  out  in  my  lifetime, 
I  hereby  desire,  that  every  legatee  under  this  my  last  will 
and  codicils  shall  also  contribute  £1  per  cent.^  out  of 
their  legacies,  to  Mrs.  Horatia  Ward  and  her  children ; 

nor 
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nor  will  they  grudge  it,  if  they  read  the  life  and  deeds  of       1859. 
NelsoUj  without  whom  they  would  never  have  the  other 
ninety-nine  parts  to  enjoy." 

By  bis  fifth  codicil  he  gave  a  number  of  pecuniary 
legacies,  two  of  which  were  60/.  only,  and  proceeded 
thus: — "And  it  is  my  will  that  each  of  the  above  lega- 
cies pay  £1  per  cent,  to  Mrs.  Horatia  Ward,  of  Tenter- 
den,  and  her  family." 

The  testator  died  in  1854,  and  questions  arose  as  to 
the  eflFect  of  the  bequest  to  the  Plainti6P "  Mrs.  Ward 
and  her  children,"  and  with  reference  to  the  words 
"  and  it  is  my  will  that  each  of  the  above  legatees  pay 
£1  per  cent,  to  Mrs.  Horatia  Ward,  of  Tenterden,  and 
her  family." 

Mrs.  Ward  and  her  children  contended  that  all  the 
real  and  personal  estate,  of  every  kind  and  description, 
devised  or  bequeathed  by  the  testator,  and  whether  spe- 
cifically devised  or  bequeathed,  and  whether  directed  to 
be  sold  and  converted  or  not,  and  howsoever  given  or 
disposed  of,  was  liable  to  contribute  £1  per  cent,  in 
their  favor. 

It  was  submitted,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  Stocks 
House  and  estates  and  hereditaments  devised  therewith, 
and  the  chattels  directed  to  go  with  the  same,  and  the 
3,000/.  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  embellishing  the  house 
and  in  building  lodges  and  otherwise,  and  the  several 
annuities,  and  the  chattels  specifically  bequeathed,  and 
the  legacies  to  servants,  were  not  bound  to  contribute  in 
any  way.  And  further,  that  the  residue  was  not  bound 
to  contribute  (whether  consisting  of  personal  estate  or 
real  estate  directed  to  be  converted  or  of  whatsoever  it 
might  consist),  and  that,  at  all  events,  if  the  residue  was 
bound  to  contribute,  the  jointure  of  600/.  a  year  to 

which 
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which  Mrs.  Gordon  was  entitled  ander  her  mftiriage 
settlement,  and  the  charge  of  2,000/.,  ought  to  be 
deducted  from  the  value  of  such,  if  any,  residuary 
real  estate  as  was  bound  to  contribute. 


In  addition  to  these,  a  question  had  arisen  as  to  what 
interest  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Ward  and  her  children  took 
as  between  themselves,  and  in  particular  whether  she 
took  for  life  and  they  in  remainder,  or  whether  she  aud 
they  all  took  jointly,  and  what  was  the  meaning  of  the 
word  "  family." 

The  present  was  a  special  case  framed  in  order  to 
obtain  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  these  questions.  The 
case  was  argued  by 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Giffard  for  the  Plaintifis,  and  by 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  F.  M.  Nichols  for  the 
Defendants.  They  cited: — Nannock  ▼.  Horion(a); 
Johnson* s  Diet,  tit  **  Legacy ;**  Cowelts  Diet.  tit. 
** Legacy;**  Webster^ s  Diet,  tit.  ** Legacy;**  GodoU 
phin(b);  Croohe  v.  De  Vandes(e);  JEvan$  ▼.  Cros- 
bie  {d) ;   Windus  v.  Windus  (e) ;   Heath  ? .  Weston  (/). 

As  to  the  interest  taken  by  Mrs.  Ward  in  the  legacy, 
Morse  v.  Morse  (g) ;  Dawson  v.  Bonme  (A),  and  CVvo- 
hett  V.  Crochett{i),  were  cited. 


(a)  7  r«.391. 
(6)  Orph.  Leg. 
(c)  9  Ves,  204. 
[tt)  15  Simontj  600. 
(e)  6  De  Gex,  M.  4  G.  549; 
21  Beav.  373. 


The 

(f)  3  De  Gex,  M.  4*  G.  601. 
(g)  2  Simofff,  485. 
(A)  16  Beav.  29. 
(t)  2  PhU.  553. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ^^^^* 

The  questions  raised  by  this  special  case  are,  first,  ^^^ 

whether  the  specific  legatees  are  to  contribtiteXl  per  Oebt. 
cent,  on  the  value  of  their  legacies ;  secondly,  whether  •^""^  ^' 
the  annuitants  are  to  contribute  £1  per  cent,  on  their 
annuities ;  thirdly,  whether  a  sum,  not  exceeding  3,0002., 
which  is  to  be  applied  by  the  trustees,  in  their  discre* 
tion,  for  the  enlargement,  embellishment,  repair  and 
completion  of  his  mansion-house,  erection  of  lodges,  and 
refurnishing  his  house,  is  to  contribute  £1  per  cent. ; 
fourthly,  whether  the  residuary  estate  is  also  to  contri- 
bute £1  per  cent. ;  and,  finally,  what  are  the  interests  of 
Mrs.  Horatia  Ward  and  her  children  under  the  bequest, 
whatever  it  may  be. 

The  first  thing  to  be  considered  is  this :  What  is  the 
extent  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  **  legacies'*  in  the 
fourth  codicil?  According  to  the  plain  import  of  die 
word,  it  includes  specific  as  well  as  pecuniary  legacies. 
I  think,  then,  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  those  who 
dispute  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff  to  shew,  that  accord* 
ing  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  these  words  are 
confined  to  pecuniary  legacies  alone.  I  think  it  clear, 
that  if  the  testator  had,  by  his  will,  given  a  sum  of  Consols, 
standing  in  his  name  in  the  books  of  the  Bank  to  one  par- 
ticalar  person,  that  legatee  would  have  had  to  contribute 
£1  per  cent.  Why  then  is  any  distinction  to  be  made 
between  mere  chattels  specifically  given  and  stock 
specifically  given?  The  arguments  against  this  con- 
struction are,  first,  the  improbability  of  a  testator  in- 
tending such  an  awkward  mode  of  making  a  bequest  as 
by  valuing  all  the  specific  chattels,  and  paying  £1  per 
cent,  on  the  amount  to  the  legatee.  Next,  is  is  urged 
that,  as  to  those  chattels  which  are  directed  to  go 
as  heir-looms,  they  must  properly  be  treated  as  part 

of 
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IS59.  of  the  real  estate^  mod  cannot  fairly  be  r^arded  as 
IfgamSy  in  the  proper  sense  of  that  term.  In  addition 
to  this^  it  is  also  pointed  oot,  that  the  gift  to  the  Plain- 
tiff speeificj  that  cootribotioQ  is  to  be  made  to  her  by 
the  legatees,  ami  of  tknr  legada^  and  that  contribotioo 
OQt  of  an3rthing  means  a  payment  or  delivery  of  a  part 
of  that  thing,  bat  that  contribotion,  in  that  sense, 
cannot  properly  be  made  oot  of  books  or  furniture  or  a 


There  is  certainly  moch  fierce  in  these  arguments,  and 
yet  the  expressions  obserred  upon  would  be  perfectly 
inappfopffiate  as  applied  to  a  specific  gift  of  stock,  or  of 
a  debt,  or  of  a  balance  at  a  banker's;  and  I  do  not  feel 
mTself  at  libertr  to  draw  fine  distinctions  between  two 
classes  of  specific  legacies.  I  doubt  whether  the  tes- 
tator intended  by  the  words  ^  ami  of^  to  point  out  any 
particular  description  of  legatees  who  were  to  contri- 
bute :  and«  as  he  has  used  the  word  ^*  legacies^  g^Q^ 
rallv,  1  thmk  all  le^^cies  must  contribute :  that  is,  ail 
legateiess  s^  &  condition  of  taking  their  l^acies,  must 
pay  £1  percent,  on  the  value  of  them  to  the  Plaintifi^and 
her  children,  and  that  this  must  be  assessed  in  the  same 
manner  as  lesracv  dotv. 

With  respect  to  the  3,000/^  I  think  it  does  not  con- 
tribute. Mv  reasons  for  this  are  as  follows.  In  the  first 
place,  the  argument  relative  to  the  heir- looms,  if  ever 
applicable,  is  applicable  to  a  gift  of  money  for  the  im- 
provement of  the  estate ;  but  I  principally  rely  on  this, 
that  the  amount  to  be  raised  is,  so  much  as,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  trustees,  not  exceeding  3,0001.  will  be  re- 
quired for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  will.  The  limit 
of  the  gift,  therefore,  is  the  amount  proper  to  be  laid  out 
on  the  estate ;  and  no  other  element  or  measure  of  that 
amount  is  given,  except  that  it  is  not  to  exceed  3,0002. 

If, 
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If,  therefore,  the  trustees  raise  the  exact  atnouDt  they  1859. 
think  necessary,  and  if  they  are  accurate  in  their  esti- 
mate, this  consequence  follows :  that  if  that  sum  is 
reduced  by  a  contribution  of  £1  per  cent.,  the  amount 
to  be  laid  out  will  fall  short  by  £1  per  cent,  of  the  sum 
necessary  to  be  applied.  The  deficiency,  no  doubt,  is 
small,  but  the  principle  must  be  the  same,  and  the  will 
furnishes  me  with  no  means  of  supplying  that  de- 
ficiency. 

Another  reason  why  I  think  this  sum  is  not  to  contri- 
bute is,  that  a  portion  of  the  3,000/.  is  to  be  laid  out,  if 
thought  proper,  in  refurnishing  the  mansion-house,  but 
if  I  am  right  in  the  conclusion  I  have  come  to  on  the 
first  point,  the  furniture  so  bought  and  supplied  to  the 
person  who  enjoys  the  mansion-house  under  the  will 
would  be  a  legacy  on  which  the  legatees  would  have  to 
contribute  £1  per  cent,  on  their  interest.  If  therefore 
£1  per  cent,  were  deducted  from  the  whole  sum  ex- 
pended by  the  trustees,  one  portion  of  it,  namely,  that 
devoted  to  the  purchase  of  new  furniture,  would  make 
this  contribution  of  £1  per  cent,  twice  over,  which  is 
clearly  not  intended  by  the  will. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  annuities  are  to  con- 
tribute ?  Generally  speaking,  annuities  are  legacies ; 
and  although  a  distinction  is  made  between  them  in 
many  cases,  arising  from  the  peculiar  terms  of  the  will, 
I  do  not  find  anything  which  lead  me  to  that  result  in 
the  present  case.  Here  the  only  words  on  which  any 
reliance  can  be  laid  for  this  purpose  are,  that,  in  the  con- 
cluding part  of  the  will,  the  testator  directs  the  residue 
shall  be  held  in  trust  to  pay  **  such  legacies  and  annui* 
ties  as  he  might  bequeath  by  any  codicil  to  his  will." 
But  I  think  this  is  not  sufficient,  and  the  more  so,  as  the 

reason 
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1859.  reason  given  by  the  testator  for  the  payment  to  the 
Plaintiff,  and  his  belief  that  the  legatees  wili  not  grodge 
the  payment,  applies  as  much  to  the  annuitants  as  ti>  the 
other  legatees.  It  is  said,  that  many  of  these  annuities 
are  small  and  are  directed  to  be  paid  to  servants  and 
others  in  humble  circumstances.  That  is  true,  but  the 
weight  of  this  argument  is  removed  by  the  circumstancey 
that  bequests  of  small  sums  of  money  are  in  the  same 
position,  and  that  they  are  not  only  included  by  general 
inference,  but  also  by  express  words,  as  in  the  fifth 
codicil,  where  the  words  directing  contribution  follow 
six  bequests,  two  of  which  are  of  fifty  pounds  each, 
supplying,  therefore,  in  those  cases,  only  a  contribution 
of  ten  shillings  each. 

On  the  question  of  whether  the  residue  is  to  contri- 
bute, I  have  felt  more  difiiculty.  It  is  a  question  on 
which  I  feel  satisfied  different  persons  will  come  to  oppo- 
site conclusions,  arising  from  the  peculiar  view  they  may 
take  of  the  testator's  words,  and  the  force  which  they 
may  attribute  to  them.  On  one  hand,  it  is  true,  that 
"  residue"  is  not  a  "  legacy"  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
the  term  ;  and  it  was  justly  observed,  that  **  residue"  is 
what  remains  after  payment  of  legacies.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  person  who  takes  the  residue  is  always  called 
redduary  legatee;  nor  is  there  any  other  designation 
that  I  am  aware  of  that  is  applied  to  the  person 
taking  that  interest  under  any  will.  The  words  here  are, 
"  every  legatee"  is  to  contribute  "  out  of  their  legacies.** 
The  residuary  legatee  is,  in  my  opinion,  included  in  the 
word  "  legatee,"  and  "  out  of  their  legacies  "  means  out 
of  all  their  legacies.  I  think  the  testator  did  not  mean, 
that  because  the  residuary  legatee  was  also  a  pecuniary 
legatee,  the  residne  was  to  be  excepted  from  contri- 
bution, and  I  found  my  opinion,  not  so  much  on  the 
use  of  the  word  **  legatee*'  as  on  the  words  of  the  codicil 

to 
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to  wliicb  I  have  referred  and  repeat,  namely,  ''Nor  will  1869. 
they  grudge  it,  if  tbey  read  the  life  and  deeds  of  Nelson, 
without  whom  they  would  never  have  the  other  ninety- 
nine  parts  to  enjoy/'  Of  what  ninety-nine  parts  is  be 
speaking?  I  think  he  means  the  ninety-nine  parts  of 
everything  they  take  under  the  will.  As  far  as  the 
meaning  of  the  testator  can  be  gathered  from  these 
words,  it  seems  to  me  as  if  he  treated  the  preservation  of 
his  country  as  due  to  Nekon,  and  had  reasoned  some- 
thing to  this  effect : — *'  Without  hin^  i,  the  testator, 
should  have  had  nothing  to  leave  to  any  one,  and  as 
you,  who  take  benefits  under  my  will,  get  what  you  do 
because  he  has  preserved  it,  you  must  not  grudge  giving^ 
op  one-hundredth  part  of  these  benefits  to  the  object  of 
the  dying  regard  and  affection  of  that  man  who  has 
preserved  all  that  I  give  to  you.'' 

It  is  impossible  to  say  this  is  clear.  It  certainly  is  no 
question  of  law,  no  decided  cases  throw  the  slightest 
light  on  the  subject,  it  depends  on  what  ideas  these 
words  of  the  testator  convey  to  the  mind  of  the  man 
who  reads  and  hears  them,  and  the  result,  in  my  mind, 
is  that  which  I  have  stated. 

There  is  still  one  remaining  question  put  to  me  by  this 
special  case,  namely,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  interest 
taken  by  the  Plaintiff  and  her  children  in  this  bequest? 
I  cannot  find  any  distinct  authority  on  this  subject,  but 
following  the  opinion  of  Lord  Cotlenham  in  Crockett  v. 
Crockett  (a),  which  this  case  closely  resembles,  I  am  of 
opinion,  first,  that  the  Plaintiff  and  her  children  do 
not  take  as  joint  tenants;  and,  next,  adopting  one  of 
the  alternatives  suggested  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  takes  an  estate  for  life 

in 
(fl)  2  Phil,  653. 
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1869.  in  the  fund  (a),  with  a  power  of  appointment  amongst 
her  children,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  and  subject 
to  her  life  estate,  the  children  take  the  bequest  equally 
among  them,  and  I  will  answer  the  case  accordingly. 

Mr.  Lloyd,    Does  the  Court  consider  the  real  estate 
liable  to  contribute  ? 


The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

As  to  the  residuary  real  estate,  it  is  converted  into 
money  by  the  direction  to  sell  and  pay  the  debts  and 
legacies,  and  I  treat  it  as  liable  to  contribute ;  but  I 
think  that  that  part  of  the  real  estate,  which  is  not 
directed  to  be  sold  is  not. 

(a)  See  Audsley  v.  Honi,  ante,  page  195. 
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READ  V.  STEDMAN.  ^«».  21. 

Fdf.  11. 

rpHE  testator  Chambers  Hall,  by  hig  will  dated  the  The  1  WUL  4, 
-*•      8th  of  February,  1855,  expressed  himself  as  fol-  Hgh^ifVx-^**^ 
lows: — "I  give,   devise  and  bequeath  unto  CAarZo^^e  ©cutors  to  the 
Read  (widow  of  my  late  dear  friend  David  Charles  residue), 
Read,   late   of    Salisbury,    artist),   unto   Mary    Read  [J^^urdel^f 
(daughter  of  Charlotte  Read),  and  unto  my  dear  friend  proof  from  the 
Charles  Henry   Stedman,  esq.,   and  to  the  survivors  [J^g  executor.*^ 
arnd  sarvivor  of  them,  and  to  the  executors  and  ad-     Devise  and 
ikiinistrators  of  such  survivor,  all  my  £3  per  Centum  sidueof  tes- 
Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  all  my  Long  Annuities,  ^^^f'" Property 

,     _         „  _        ,   ^         '  o       ,  ,  .  ,    to  il.,  B.  and 

and  also  all  my  Royal  Exchange  Stock,  together  with  c.,  <<upon 

trust"  to  con- 


all  the  resL  residue  and  remainder  of  my  property,  of      ,*    "P*^®" 

'  ^  J    i      r      J'  ^     vert  and  pay 

#hat  nature  or  kind  soever,  and  to  which  I  am  now  in  debts  and  cei 
y  own  right,  or  to  which  I  may  or  shall  hereafter  be  ^^^  teftoTor  i 


cer- 
in 


or  become  entitled  to,  either  in  possession,  reversion,  a  subsequent 

clause  &D— 

remainder  or  expectancy,  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  pointed  A.,  B. 
to  collect  and  ecei  in  all  my  said  estate  and  convert  the  *"**  ^-  *^i«  ej- 

^  *'  ecutors,  and  he 

same  intd  money,  and  thereout  to  pay  all  my  just  debts,  died  without 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  the  expenses  of  //^/^  tiJ^*"*the 
proving  this  my  will ;  and  in  the  next  place,  to  raise  Crown,  as 
and  pay  the  several  legacies  hereinafter  given  and  be-  ^^u^rs  ^aa 
queathed,  or  which  I  may  hereafter  give  or  bequeath  by  entitled  to  the 

.^  C7  *  ./   undisposed  of 

any  codicil  or  codicils  to  this  my  will.  He  then  be-  residue. 
queatbed  to  his  sister  Mrs.  Eliza  Stirling  3,000/.  £3 
per  Cent.  Consols ;  to  Sarah  Hall,  widow  of  his  late 
brother  William  Hall,  deceased,  the  interest,  dividends 
ind  annual  produce  of  and  in  the  sum  of  3,000/.  O>nsols 
for  Kfe,  and  afterwards  to  her  chiMren ;  and  he  gave 
ether  legacies,  frc.  amongst  them,  be  gave  500/.  to 
Charlotte  Read,  500/.  to  Mary  Read,  and  350/.  to 
Charles  Henry  Steadman  (the  executors). 
TOL.  xxyi.  K  K  His 
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1859.  His  will  proceeded  thus: — "  And  I  appoint  the  said 

Charlotte  Ready  the  said  Mary  Read  (daughter  of  the 
said  Charlotte  Read),  and  the  said  Charles  Henry  Stead- 
man,  executrixes  and  executor  or  this  my  will.  And  I 
direct,  that  the  said  Charles  Henry  Stedmnn  shall  be 
employed  as  the  attorney  and  solicitor  of  the  trustees 
and  executors  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  and 
that  he  shall  be  paid,  out  of  my  moneys,  estate  and 
effects,  all  his  professional  costs,  charges  and  expenses 
as  such  attorney  and  solicitor  as  aforesaid,  as  between 
attorney  and  client,  notwithstanding  his  being  such 
trustee  and  executor  as  aforesaid.  Provided  always, 
and  I  do  hereby  declare,  that  so  often  as  any  trustee  or 
executor  for  the  time  being  of  this  my  will,  who  shall 
and  may  have  accepted  and  acted  under  the  trusts 
thereof,  shall  die  or  become  unwilling  or  unable  to  act 
in  the  trusts  hereby  created,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
surviving  or  continuing  trustees  or  trustee,  if  he  and 
they  shall  think  fit,  and  if  there  shall  be  no  such  trustee 
then  for  the  retiring  trustee,  and  if  there  shall  be  no 
such  trustee,  then  for  the  executors  or  administra- 
tors of  the  last  deceased  trustee,  to  nominate  a  new 
trustee  and  executor  or  trustees  and  executors  to  supply 
the  said  vacancy  or  vacancies,  and  such  new  trustee 
and  executor,  or  trustees  or  executors,  shall  be  com- 
petent to  exercise  all  the  powers  and  authorities  herein 
contained.  And  I  declare,  that  every  trustee  and  exe- 
cutor of  this  my  will  shall  be  charged  with  all  moneys 
only  as  he  shall  actually  receive,  and  for  his  own  acts, 
receipts,  neglects  and  defaults  only,  notwithstanding 
his  signing  any  receipt  or  other  document  for  the  sake 
of  conformity,  nor  for  any  involuntary  loss  or  losses,  and 
that  every  trustee  and  executor  shall  be  entitled  to  re- 
tain or  pay  himself  all  costs  and  expenses  of  or  attend- 
ing the  execution  of  the  trusts  hereby  in  them  reposed 

as 
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as  aforesaid,  or  any  matter  or  thing  relating  to  this 
my  will." 

The  testator  afterwards  made  a  codicil,  whereby,  after 
giving  some  charitable  legacies,  he  proceeded  in  these 
words  : — "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Charlotte  JRead^ 
in  addition  to  what  I  have  before  given  her  by  my  will, 
the  sum  of  1,000Z.  £3  per  Centum  Consolidated  Bank 
Annuities,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  use  and  benefit,  in  tes- 
timony of  my  gratitude,  and  as  an  additional  mark  of 
my  respect  and  esteem  for  her,  in  waiting  and  attending 
upon  me,  with  such  continued  and  undeviating  kind- 
ness, throughout  the  whole  period  of  the  long  and  painful 
sickness  with  which  it  has  pleased  God  to  afflict  me." 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  the  codicil, 
and  his  will  and  codicils  were,  on  the  19th  of  September, 
1866,  proved  by  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Read,  and  the  De- 
fendant Charles  Henry  Stedman,  power  being  reserved 
of  making  the  like  grant  to  the  Defendant  Mary  Read, 
the  other  executrix  named  in  the  said  will  (she  being 
an  infant),  when  she  should  apply  for  the  same,  which, 
however,  she  had  never  yet  done. 

The  testator  was  an  illegitimate  child,  and  he  had 
never  been  married.  A  question  arose,  whether  the  Crown 
or  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Charles  Henry  Sted- 
man  and  Mary  Read  were  entitled  to  the  undisposed  of 
residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator.  The 
Attorney- General  claimed  such  undisposed  of  residue  of 
the  personal  estate  on  behalf  of  the  Crown. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Soulhgate,  for  the  Plaintiff 
Charlotte  Read.  The  executors  are  entitled  to  the 
residue  as  against  the  Crown,  notwithstanding  the 
11    Geo.  4  &   1  Will,  A,  c.  40,  which  is  inapplicable 

K  K  2  to 
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to  such  a  case.  The  legacies  to  the  executors  do  not 
affect  the  question,  for  they  are  unequal ;  Williams  an 
Executors  (a) ;  besides,  the  testator  assigns  a  reason  for 
eath  legacy  bequeathed  by  him,  and  be  gives  the  legacies 
to  his  executors  from  motives  of  friendship  aod  gratitude, 
and  not  for  the  trouble  which  the  office  might  impose  upon 
them.  The  trusts  to  be  performed  ai*e  limited,  and  the 
trustee  clauses  will  be  satisfied,  by  their  application  to 
the  bequest  to  iSaraA  Hall  and  her  children;  Williams  ▼. 
Roberts  (b).  Here  there  is  no  connection  between  the 
appointment  of  executors  and  the  trust  in  the  first  paft 
of  the  will,  and  Sir  W.  Chrant  decided  Dawson  r. 
Clark  (c)  on  this  ground  :  his  decree,  though  criticised 
by  Lord  Eldon  (d),  was  not  overruled  :  and  in  the  sub- 
sequent case  of  Southouse  v.  J3ate{e\  Sir  W.  Chrant 
stated  that  he  still  retained  his  opinion  on  the  subject. 
This  decision  was  followed  in  Russell  v.  Clowes  (f). 


Mr.  Whitbread  for  mfary  Read* 


Mr.  Lee  and  Mr.  Miller,  for  Charles  Henry  Stedman, 
The  executors  have  a  legal  right  to  th6  residue,  which 
is  only  to  be  displaced  (as  Lord  Thurlow  expressed  it) 
by  "  irresistible  inference  to  the  contrary ;"  Hawker  v. 
Hunter  {g),  or  by  "  strong  and  violent  presumption  to  the 
contrary ;"  Clennell  v.  Lewthwaite  (A).  Though  called 
trustees,  there  is  no  clear  intention  to  make  them  tmstees 
of  the  residue;  Pratt  v.  Sladden{i).  The  testator 
knew  he  was  illegitimate,  and  he  must  be  taken  to  have 
known  the  legal  consequences  of  his  appointing  his 
friends  to  be  his  executors. 

Mr. 


(a)  Page  U66  (Srd  edit.) 
(6)  27  L.  J.,  Chan.  177. 

(c)  15  Ves,  409. 

(d)  19  Ve$.  247. 

(f)  2  Vet.^  B.  399. 


(/)  2  Coll.  648. 
(g)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  390. 
(A)  2  Vei,  Jun,  470. 
(i)  14  Fet.  193. 
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Mr.  Wickens^  for  the  Crown.  I  admit  that  the  ques-  1859. 
tion  is  to  be  decided  by  the  law  previous  to  the  1  Will.  4j 
c.  40;  bat  this  question  was  expressly  decided  in 
JEUcock  V.  Mapp  (a)  by  the  House  of  Lords,  Mussell  v. 
Clawe9(b)  must,  therefore,  be  considered  as  overruled. 
In  the  latter  case,  a  petition  of  appeal  was  prepared 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  but  next  of  kin  afterwards 
appeared  and  swept  away  the  fund  from  both  litigants, 
and  thus  prevented  that  case  being  reviewed  by  a  higher 
tribunal.  Here,  the  gift  is  to  the  executors  "  upon 
tru9t"  and  the  testator  afterwards  calls  them  ''  trustees 
ajid  e^cecutors ;"  they  cannot,  therefore,  take  beneficially 
property  held  in  trust ;  again,  the  trustee  clauses  are  in- 
consistent with  a  notion  that  they  were  to  take  the 
property  for  their  own  use. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer,  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  which  arises  on  this  will  is,  whether       J^^^*  11* 

the  executors  of  Chambers  Hall  take  the  residue  of  his 

estate  which  is  not  disposed  of  by  his  will.     Although 

the  will  is  dated  the  8th  of  February,  1655,  and  the 

Act  was  passed  in   1830,  still  it  does  not  affect  this 

question;  because  it  simply  directed  that  the  residue  of 

personal  estate  undisposed  of  by  a  testator  should,  in 

case  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  contrary  intention,  to 

be  discovered  on  the  face  of  the  will,  go  to  the  next  of 

kin  and  not  to  the  executors  (c) ;    in  effect,  it  merely 

shifted  the  burden  of  proof  from  the  next  of  kin  to  the 

executors.  But  in  this  case,  the  testator  left  no  next  of 

kin, 

(a)  3  H.  L.    Cm.    492 ;    2  (6)  2  Coll.  648. 

PkU.  793;  15  Simom,  568.  (c)  11  GeoA^  1  WillA, c.40. 
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Read 

V. 

Stedman. 


kin,  and  therefore  the  Statute  does  not  apply,  inasmach 
as  the  question  arises  between  the  Crown  and  the  ex- 
ecutors. The  question,  therefore,  now  to  be  determined 
is' exactly  the  same  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  will 
had  been  made  and  the  testator  had  died  before  the 
assing  of  that  Act  and  had  left  next  of  kin. 

The  circumstance  that  the  legacies  to  these  exe- 
cutors are  of  different  amounts  does  not,  in  the  slightest 
degree,  prejudice  their  claim  to  the  residue.  But  the 
question  is  this : — the  property  is  given  to  them  in  trust. 
It  is  not  disputed,  and  indeed  it  is  settled  by  numerous 
authorities,  that  when  property  is  given  to  persons  as 
executors  upon  trust,  they  cannot  take  the  residue  un- 
disposed of,  and  that  so  far  as  those  trusts  fail  it  goes 
to  the  next  of  kin. 


But  a  distinction  is  taken  by  Sir  William  Grant  in 
Dawson  v.  Clark  {a),  which  is  exactly  applicable  to 
the  present  case.  In  that  case,  as  in  this,  the  gift  of 
the  property  was  to  certain  persons  by  name,  in  trust, 
not  at  that  part  of  the  will  which  gave  the  bequest 
calling  them  executors,  or  giving  them  the  property  in 
that  character ;  and,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will, 
the  testator  appointed  the  same  persons  executors. 
Sir  William  Grant  says,  "  There  is  no  connection  be- 
tween the  appointment  of  executors  and  this  trust  in 
the  first  part  of  the  will ;  nor  are  there  any  words, 
accompanying  their  appointment  or  subsequent  to  it, 
which  imply  that  the  testator  considered  them  as  sub- 
ject, in  that  character,  to  any  other  trust  than  the  law 
imposed  upon  them,  or  as  having  any  other  interest 
than  that  which  the  law  gives  them.  They  are,  there- 
fore, entitled   to   the  residue   for  their  own    benefit.'' 

That 

(a)  15  Vet.  409. 
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Tliat  is  the  whole  of  that  case  which  bears  upon  the 
subject  now  before  me. 

The  question  was  brought  before  Lord  Eldon  by  Stbdmam. 
appeal,  who,  upon  the  first  hearing,  expressed  a  very 
strong  opinion  against  the  decision  of  Sir  William  Grant, 
giving,  at  the  same  time,  reasons  for  his  opinion,  which 
no  one  can  read  without  feeling  their  great  force  and 
strength.  His  lordship,  however,  took  time  to  consider 
his  judgment,  and,  after  waiting  a  year  and  five  months, 
he  affirmed  the  decision  of  Sir  William  Grant  upon 
another  ground,  upon  which  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
had  expressed  no  opinion. 

Subsequently  to  this,  the  same  questions  came  inci- 
dentally before  Sir  William  Grant,  in  the  case  of 
Southouse  v.  Bate  (a),  when,  after  referring  to  Lord 
JEldons  judgment,  of  which  a  note  had  been  handed 
up  to  htm,  he  expressed  his  continued  adherence  to  the 
opinion  he  had  previously  expressed,  in  favor  of  the 
peculiar  distinction  upon  which  he  had  founded  his 
decision. 

This  question  came  again  before  the  Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruce  in  the  case  of  Russell  v.  Clowes  (i),  who, 
after  a  long  and  careful  argument,  followed  the  decision 
of  Sir  William  Grant,  This  decision  was  again  con- 
firmed by  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancel  lor  Shadwell  in 
Mapp  V.  JEllcock  (c),  but  the  case  was  taken,  by  appeal, 
before  Lord  Cottenham,  who  concurred  with  Lord  Eldon, 
and  reversed  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor.  The 
case  was  afterwards  carried  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
when  the  decision  of  Lord   Cottenham  was  affirmed. 

So 

(a)  2  Vei.  if  a.  396.  (c)  15  Simons,  568. 

(6)  2  CoU.  648. 


Stedmav. 
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1859.        So  that  it  is  now  to  be  considered  fU9  ^^ttle^,  by  the 
^■^^^^^^^      highest  authority,  that  the  distinction  upon  lybich  Sir 
1^.  William  Grant  rested  his  decision  cannot  now  be  sup- 

ported. 

I  cannot  help  observing,  though  I  do  not  tfaink  it 
necessary  to  refer  to  them  in  detail,  that  the  obser- 
vations of  Lord  Eldon  appear  to  me  to  be  wholly 
unanswerable. 

Th^  observations  of  Lord  Cattenh^m  ii^  th^  c;;^  of 
Jifapp  V.  Ellcock  (a)  iippear  to  be  such,  as  cop^pJet^y  ta 
govern  the  present  case,  if  it  vyere  r€$  nopot  i^nd  ^ot 
already  adjudicated  upon ;  and  I  thinV  (bat  tb^y  a^^ii^of 
no  substantial  answer.  His  words  are  to  this  effect : — 
"Sir  William  Grant's  opinion  in  Dqwwh  v.  Clarke, 
and  the  Vice-Chancellor's  opinion  in  the  presept  cas^^ 
do  not  question  the  rule,  that  ^  gift  to  executory,  %fi 
such,  in  trust,  excludes  their  clfiim  to  any  beneficial 
interest;  and  that  if  the  property  be  left  to  any  t|iird 
persons  in  trust  for  purposes  which  fail,  t)ie  executors 
have  no  claim.  But  it  is  contended,  ths^t  if  the  pro- 
perty, instead  of  being  left  to  the  executors  in  trust,  or 
to  third  persons  in  trust,  be  left  to  the  executors,  not  as 
such  but  in  their  own  names,  upon  trusts  which  fai|  or 
do  not  exhaust  the  property,  those  trustee^,  ^n  their 
character  of  executors,  are  entitled  to  the  residue  as  inci- 
dent  to  their  office.  I  cannot  see  any  principle  for  this 
distinction.  If  the  official  and  private  cha,racter  of  the 
persons  appointed  executors  are  to  be  considered  as 
distinct,  it  would  seem  to  be  immaterial  wheUier  the 
trustees  were  the  same  persons  whp  wefei  named  exe- 
cutor3  or  strangers ;  and  if  the  two  characters  are  to  be 
considered  as  united,  the  case  of  a  gift  to  execptors  ip 
trust  is  complete.    It  seems  to  be  admitted,  that  Robin' 

ton 

(a)  2  Phill.  797. 
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son  V.  Taylor  would  negative  the  supposed  distinction,  1859. 
unless  a  gift  in  trust  *  to  the  executors  hereinafter 
named '  be  so  different  from  a  gift  to  persons  by  name, 
who  are  afterwards  appointed  executors,  as  to  operate 
as  a  transfer  of  the  residue  from  the  next  of  kin  to  the 
executors.  It  would  be  to  be  regretted  if  the  title  to 
property  were  to  depend  on  such  unBubstantial  dis- 
fciaptipos  as  these." 

There  ie  no  word  in  this  in  which  I  do  not  concur. 
If  th^  property  is  given  to  the  executors  by  name  (as  in 
tfaia  csaee  it  is  given  to  CharloUt  Read,  to  Mary  Read 
Md  to  Charles  Henry  Stedman),  not  appointing  them 
executors,  but  treating  them  quite  distinctly  from  parties 
having  any  trust,  it  is  quite  clear  they  could  take  no- 
thing in  that  property  which  was  given  to  them  in  trust, 
except  so  far  as  the  trusts  were  declared.  If  it  is  giveo 
to  them  in  their  character  of  executors,  then  it  is  also 
clear^  upon  the  decided  cases,  that  they  cannot  take  it  f 
and  if  thii^  rule  is  to  be  applied  to  the  present  case,  it  is 
conclusive  vpon  the  point ;  and  all  the  various  passages 
which  I  have  read  contained  in  this  will,  and  which  relate 
to  the  duty  of  executors  relative  to  this  property,  would 
make  me  hesitate  long,  even  if  the  case  of  Mapp  v. 
EUcock  had  not  been  decided  as  it  has,  before  I  could 
have  followed  the  decisions  which  follow  Sir  William 
Orange  rule  in  that  case. 

I  entertain  no  doubt,  therefore,  from  these  pas- 
89^69  epd  taking  the  whole  together,  that  it  is  conclu- 
sively established,  that  the  testatpr  did  not  intend  hip 
exfi,cutQrs  to  tfike  this  property  beneficially^  beyond  the 
amounts  of  the  legacies  which  he  gave  them,  and  I  must 
therefore  declare,  that  the  Crown,  and  not  the  executors, 
is  entitled  to  the  residue. 
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must  be  sold. 


WILD  t;.  MILNE. 

Jpril  21. 

Several  per-  mHE  PlaintiflF  Wild,  the  Defendant  Milne,  and  the  five 
joiniiy  entitled  other  co-Defendants,  were  engaged  in  working  a 

to  several  colliery  called  the  Dean  Colliery.     They  had  obtained 

leases  of  a  col-  "^  ,  j  j 

liery,  worked     seven  leases  of  different  parts  of  the  property  for  terms 

n  nhT*^*He/(/  '■^"g''^g  between  twenty-one  and  forty  years.  There 
on  a  dissolu-  were  no  articles  of  partnership  and  no  fixed  term  for  its 
of  the  CO-         duration,  but  the  partners  were  entitled  in  equal  shares 

owners  of  the     to  the  profits, 
leases  could 
not  insist  on  a 

though  there  Iq  consequence  of  some  disagreements^  the  Plain- 
might  be  no  tiff  gave  notice  to  dissolve,  and  instituted  this  suit 
the  whole  against  his  co-partners  to  have  the  partnership  wound- 
up. It  did  not  allege  that  there  were  any  debts,  but  it 
prayed  that  the  partnership  property  might  be  sold  and 
applied  in  payment  of  the  debts  and  liabilities,  and 
that  the  surplus  might  be  divided. 

This  was  resisted  by  the  Defendant  Milne  alone,  and 
the  case  was  now  brought  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  the  partnership,  being  at  will,  might  be 
determined  at  any  time  by  any  one  of  the  partners; 
and  secondly,  that  the  leaseholds  must  be  sold  in  the 
same  way  as  all  the  other  partnership  property.  They 
cited  :  Featherstonhaugh  ▼.  Fenwick  (a) ;  Crawshay  v. 
Maule  (J) ;  Darby  v.  Darby  (c). 

Mr. 

(a)  17  Vet.  298.  (c)  3  Drew.  501—505. 

(6)  1  Swan.  498. 
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Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Fowler  for  Milne.  A  sale  of  1869. 
real  estate  is  only  ordered  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding for  the  payment  of  the  debts ;  but  here  it  is  not 
alleged  that  there  are  any  debts,  and  therefore  there 
is  no  necessity  to  sell  the  leasehold  property.  If 
a  sale  be  unnecessary,  one  of  several  of  the  co-owners  of 
a  leasehold  is  not  entitled  to  insist  on  a  sale  against  the 
wishes  of  the  others.  The  dissolution  of  the  partnership 
restored  the  parties  into  the  position  of  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  a  leasehold  property,  and  as  such,  they  are  only 
entitled  to  a  partition. 

The  accounts  ought,  therefore,  to  be  directed,  but  the 
sale  postponed  until  it  has  been  ascertained  whether 
there  are  any  debts  to  provide  for.  If  there  are  none, 
there  should  be  no  sale.  They  referred  to  Collyer  on 
Partnership  (a). 

Mr.  jBacon,  jun.,  for  the  other  Defendants,  concurred 
with  the  Plaintiff. 


The  M  ASTBR  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is  an  ordinary  case 
of  partnership,  and  that  when  it  is  dissolved  or  ter- 
minated, any  one  of  the  partners  is  entitled  to  have  the 
whole  assets  disposed  of.  In  this  case,  it  is  admitted 
that  any  one  can  put  an  end  to  the  partnership;  the 
resolt  is,  that  that  which  forms  the  partnership  assets 
must  be  disposed  of  for  the  purpose  of  settling  the 
rights  between  the  partners.  I  consider  this  esta- 
blished by  Crawshay  v.  Maule  (i),  where  the  distinction 
between  the  individual  interests  of  several  persons  in 

land, 

(a)  Pagers^.  (6)  1  SwansL  51S,  526. 
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1859.  landi  where  there  is  a  trading  partnership  and  where 
there  is  none,  is  adverted  to.  One  of  the  c^sea  points 
out  the  singular  inconvenience  which  would  follow,  if  I 
were  to  direct  a  sale  of  the  plant  arid  a  partition  of 
the  land  demised.  Would  the  steam  engine  be  ior 
eluded  in  the  division,  and,  if  so,  how  could  it  be  pos* 
sible  to  make  a  partition  of  the  remainder?  Are  all 
the  parties  to  have  the  use  of  the  shafti  or  a  right  of 
descending  by  means  of  the  machinery?  The  Court  is 
compelled,  by  the  exigency  and  circumstances  of  these 
cases,  to  direct  a  sale.  I  shall,  therefore,  majcjp  the 
usual  decree,  and,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill, 
direct  a  sale. 

The  parties  are  entitled  to  an  enc^uiry  to  ascertain  how 
the  partnership  property  can  be  most  acjjlvaiitageously 
sold,  and  whether  as  a  going  concern  or  not. 

Liberty  to  bid  may  be  given  to  all  the  partners^  except 
the  one  having  the  conduct  of  sale.  Appoint  a  receiver 
and  manager,  with  liberty  to  any  party  to  propose  himself, 
without  salary. 
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SMITH  r.  LLOYD.  ,,    ,,,  ,^ 

March  15|  16. 

THE  PlaintifT,  as  executrix  of  her  husband,  was  enti-  A  bill  by  a  re- 
lied to  eight  shares,  of  50Z.  each,  in  ''  The  Fins-  of  a  benefil^' 
bury  Benefit  Building  Society T    The  sixth  rule  of  the  building 
society  was   as    follows  : — "  Any  member   may,  after  ^\^^  trustees  to 
having  paid  two  quarters'  subscriptions  and  expenses,  p.^?^®y*^® 
withdraw  from  the  society,  in  respect  of  any  share  or  share  was 
shares  subscribed  for  by  him,  by  giving  one  month's  enomriBs  and 
notice  of  his  intention  to  the  directors  at  any  of  their  accounts  were 
monthly  meetings,  and  on  leaving  his  pass-book  at  the  ^\^^  that  a  rule 

office  of  the  said  society,  provided  sufficient  funds  are  in  to  refer  to  arbi- 
,,,,-,  til    11  t»t  r  tration  did  not 

the  hands  of  the  trustees,  and  he  shall  pay  his  share  of  oust  the  juris- 
the  expenses  of  the  said  society  up  to  the  time  of  his  fiction  of  this 

^  ^      r  ^       Court  in  such 

withdrawing.  If  more  than  one  member  shall  give  a  case. 
notice  on  the  same  day  of  their  intention  to  withdraw, 
they  shall  be  paid  according  to  the  order  in  which  the 
notices  are  received.  All  fines  incurred  by  any  member 
previously  to  the  withdrawing  from  the  society  shall  be 
deducted  from  the  amount  which  he  withdrawing  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive." 

The  Plaintiff,  in  1866,  gave  notice  to  withdraw, 
and  the  amount  due  to  her  not  having  been  paid, 
she  filed  this  bill  against  the  three  trustees  of  the 
society,  who  had  the  society's  moneys  under  tlieir 
control^  praying  a  declaration  that  she  was  entitled  to 
withdraw  from  the  society,  and  to  be  paid  the  amount 
which  might  be  found  due  to  her  in  respect  of  her  shares ; 
for  an  eDqiiiry  whether  any  of  the  members  of  the  society 
bad  given  notice  of  withdrawal  previous  to  the  Plaintiff, 
and  for  an  account  of  the  funds  of  the  society  in  the 
hands  of  the  Defendants,  and  that  they  might  be  ordered 
to  pay  the  Plaintiff  what  might  be  found  due  to  her. 

The 


Smith 

V. 
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1859.  The  Defendants  stated,  that  several  other  members 

had  given  notice  to  withdraw  prior  to  the  Plaintiff. 
They  stated  that  the  twenty-fourth  rule  of  the  society 

Llotd.  ^^g  ag  follows  : — "  That  in  case  of  any  dispute  between 
any  members  of  this  society,  or  persons  claiming  on 
account  thereof,  and  the  trustees  or  directors  thereof| 
such  dispute  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration/'  &c.  They 
insisted  upon  this  rule,  and  claimed  the  same  benefit 
as  if  they  had  pleaded  the  same,  they  being  willing  to 
submit  the  said  matters  to  arbitration  according  to  this 
rule. 

Mr.  Villiers  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Hopwood  for  the  Defendants. 
The  Building  Society  Act  (6  k  7  Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  4)  in- 
corporates  the  Friendly  Society  Act  (10  Geo.  4,  c.  66), 
and  makes  the  24th  rule  of  this  society,  to  refer  disputes 
to  arbitration,  imperative. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  is  not  the  proper  forum  for  the 
litigation  of  disputes  between  the  members  of  a  benefit 
building  society ;  Trott  v.  Hughes  (a).  In  that  case  a 
shareholder  had  given  notice  to  withdraw,  and  the  Court 
refused  to  restrain  the  directors,  by  injunction,  from 
parting  with  the  funds  in  their  hands,  on  the  ground  of 
the  Plaintiff  having  a  primary  lien  upon  them  for  the 
return  of  his  subscriptions,  or  of  an  apprehended  mis- 
management of  those  funds.  Lord  Cranworth  there 
said : — The  legislature,  for  the  convenience  of  insti- 
tutions of  this  kind,  had  provided  a  particular  mode  for 
settlement  of  disputes  of  this  sort.  By  the  33rd  regu- 
lation of  the  society,  made  in  compliance  with  the 
directions  of  the  legislature,  the  directors  were  enabled 

to 
(fl)  16  L.  r.  260. 
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to  decide  disputes  between  the  society  and  any  of  its 
members.  If  that  decision  were  satisfactory  to  both 
parties,  well  and  good,  but  if  not,  then  arbitrators  were 
to  be  appointed."  He  afterwards  adds  : — ''  The  case 
was  one  of  a  benefit  society  regulated  by  rules  made 
in  pursuance  of  certain  acts  of  parliament.  By  one  of 
these  it  had  been  provided,  that  disputes  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  rules,  or  any  other  matter  relating  to 
the  society,  should  be  referred  to  arbitration.  The  legis- 
lature had  thus  concluded  the  question,  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  tribunal — a  less  expensive  and  more  appro- 
priate one.  The  parties  had  not  thought  fit  to  comply 
with  this  rule,  but,  passing  by  the  tribunal  so  appointed, 
had  preferred  to  bring  before  this  Court,  already  over- 
loaded with  business,  the  discussion  of  the  construction 
of  the  rules  and  regulations  of  this  association.  The 
parties  had,  he  thought,  from  beginning  to  end,  pro- 
ceeded upon  an  erroneous  view  of  their  position,"  and 
his  Lordship  dismissed  the  motion  with  costs. 


1859. 


Mr.  Villiers  in  reply.    The  10  Geo.  4,  c.  66,  has  been 
repealed  by  the  13  k  14  Vict.  c.  115(a). 

The  cases  of  Ex  parte  Bailey  (i),  and  Re  The  St. 
George^s  Building  Society  (c),  were  also  cited. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

On  looking  into  this  case,  I  see  nothing  to  oust  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  these  matters.     I  am  of 

opinion 


(a)  The  iulaegvent  Actt  are 
15  If  16  Vict.  c.  31;  15  4^  16 
Vict.  e.  65;  16  4-  17  Viet.  c. 
123;  17  *  18  Vict.  c.  25;  17 
*  18  Vict.  c.  50;  17  4^18  Vict. 


f.  56;  17  4-18  Vicl.  c.  101;  18 
tjf  19  Vict.  c.  63;  19  4-  20  Vict. 
c.  40;  21  4-22  Vict.  c.  101. 

(6)  5  De  G.,  M.  tf  G.  380. 

(f)  4  Drewry,  154. 


March  J.6. 
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opinion  that  the  Court  haft  juiisdictioDCa),  but  whether 
the  Plaintiff  will  ultimately  succeed  most  depend  on 
the  result  of  the  enquiries  which  I  shall  direct. 

I  concur  in  the  argument  OD  the  construction  of  the 
rules,  that  the  Plaintiff's  husband  was  a  member  of 
society  at  his  death,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  now  stands 
in  his  shoes;  and  it  being  admitted  that  the  Plaintiff, 
on  the  death  of  her  husband,  was  entitled  to  retire^ 
that  she  has  done  so  in  a  regular  manner^  and  that  die 
is  entitled  to  something,  the  only  questions  remaining 
are,  the  amount  due  to  her,  and  whether  there  is  any  fund 
available  for  the  purpose  of  paying  it  I  am  of  ofnnion 
that  I  must  direct  enquiries  to  ascertain  what  was  due  to 
the  Plaintiff  on  her  retiring  from  this  society,  and  whether 
there  are  any,  and  what,  funds  in  the  bands  of  the  De- 
fendants properly  applicable  to  the  payment  of  what 
may  be  due  to  her. 

I  concur  in  the  observation  that  the  retiring  members 
are  to  be  paid  in  succession,  and  that  those  who  r^re 
first  must  be  first  paid  what  is  due  to  them* 


(a)  S^  Crisp  V.  Bunbufy,  8 
hing.  394  ;  Tim%  v.  Williami,  3 
Q.  B,  431 ;  Doe  d.  Morriton  v. 
Glover,  15  Q.  B.  103;  CutbUl 
V.  Kingdom^  1  Exch.  494 ;  Reevet 
V.  White,  17  Q.  B.  995;  Ex 
parte  Payne,  5  D.  Sf  L,  679; 
Grinham  v.  Card,  7  Exch.  Rep. 
833  ;    Ex  parte  Milner,  15  Jur. 


1037;  X^te^v.  TVIer,  25  JLJ^ 
Exch.  153 ;  7^  (ht€em  v.  2W^ 
ford,  26  L.  Jf.,  Q.  fi.  95 ;  Kf 
Meredith,  1  C.  B.,  N.  S.  216; 
SmUh  V.  Pryte^  7  £//.  4*  B.  339 ; 
Hull  V.  M'Farlane,  2  C.  B.  796; 
Mullock  V.  Jenkins^  14  Beav. 
628 ;  FUming  v.  Self,  1  Kay,  518, 
andS  De  G.,  M*  if  G.  997« 


Note. — The  case  was  afterwards  compromised. 
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SPARROW  r.  FARMER.  j^^  18^  19^ 

21.' 
April  18. 

riiHE  Sritish  Building  and  Investment  Company  was  The  estimated 
•*-     established  as  a  Benefit  Building  Society,  in  1845,  ^^^^^l  ^^^*" 
in  the  usual  manner,  under  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32.    A  nefit  building 
set  of  rules  was  duly  certified,  by  which  the  objects  Jhirteen^years. 
and  management  of  the  society,  and  the  rights  of  its  Htld,  on  the 
members,  were  regulated  and  defined.     The  material  terms  of  the 
parts  of  these  rules,  as  affecting  the  question  now  before  ?^^^P 

the  Court,  were  as  follows : —  advanced 

member  was 
entitled  to  re- 
j  deem  on  pay- 

!•  meDtofhia 

'*  The  first  subscription  shall  be  due  in  September,  ^^  ^y^^  4^^  ^f 
1846,  and  that  all  future  subscriptions  shall  be  paid  at,"  *^«  thirteen 
Sec,  **  untU  the  object  of  this  company  be  fully  accom-  though  he 

rules,  to  con- 
jv  tinue  to  pay 

'-^^  subscriptions 

"The  object  of  this  company  is,  by  the  payments  of  ^hadb^^ 
ha  shareholders,  to  form  a  fund,  from  which  money  may  realized  for 
be  advanced,  to  enable  them  to  purchase  freehold  or 
kasehoid  property,  and,  for  this  purpose,  every  share- 
holder shall  be  entitled  to,  out  of  the  funds  of  this 
company,  the  «ums  mentioned  in  Table  I.  for  every  share 
he  may  sabscribe  for,"  &c.  &c. 

"Every  shareholder  shall,  at  the  first  subscription 
vol..  xxYi.  L  L  meeting, 
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1859.  meeting,  commence  paying  his  subscription  of  lOf.  for 
every  share,  and  shall  afterwards  continue  paying  the 
said  subscription  money  of  lOs.  per  share  per  month  at 
every  succeeding  monthly  meeting,  until  the  objtcU  of 
the  company  shall  be  fully  accomplished." 

VI. 

Non-advanced  members  were  to  be  allowed  to  with- 
draw from  the  company  on  giving  one  month's  notice, 
and  to  receive,  on  each  share,  the  sums  mentioned  id 
Table  II.  If  more  than  one  gave  notice  to  withdraw, 
they  were  to  be  paid  in  rotation,  according  to  the  priority 
of  notice. 

IX. 

Regulated  the  security  to  be  taken  for  money  ad- 
vanced to  members. 

XXI. 

*'  If  any  shareholder  in  this  company,  who  shall  have 
received  his  or  her  share  or  shares,  or  any  of  them,  shall 
be  desirous  of  paying  and  satisfying  the  security  or  secu- 
rities which  shall  have  been  given  for  the  same,  he  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  do  so,  by  paying  to  the  directors  the 
subscriptions  that  would  have  become  due  on  the  shares 
advanced  on  such  property  up  to  the  end  of  the  thirteenth 
year  of  this  company,  and  shall  be  allowed,  on  such 
payments,  discount  at  41,  per  cent,  per  annum.  And 
on  payment  thereof,  together  with  all  fines  due  io 
respect  of  such  shares,  the  board  shall  direct  the  trustees 
to  deliver  all  deeds  and  other  documents  in  their  custody 
relating  to  the  security  to  the  shareholder,  and,  at  bis 
or  her  cost,  to  endorse  a  receipt  or  acknowledgment 
on  such  mortgage  according  to  the  6  &  7  WilL  4, 
c.  32,  s.  5." 

"  XXXII.  When 
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XXXII. 

**  When  it  shall  appear  by  the  books  of  the  company 
that  there  is  suflBcient  to  pay  each  unadvanced  share 
I2O/.9  then  all  arrears  of  subscriptions^  fines  and  other 
payments  shall  become  due  and  shall  be  payable  imme- 
diately,  and  the  trustees  shall  enforce  the  payment  as 
before  expressed  in  these  rules." 
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1859. 


Spaerow 

V. 

Faembe. 


XXXIIl. 

TERMINATION  OF  TAB  COMPANY. 

**  When  the  sum  of  120/.  for  each  unadvanced  share, 
with  all  other  expenses  and  liabilities  of  the  company, 
shall  be  fully  realized,  the  accounts  shall  be  finally 
audited,  printed  and  sent  to  each  shareholder,  and  the 
company  terminate,  and  the  trustees,  with  the  advice  of 
the  solicitors  of  this  company,  shall  deliver  up  to  each 
shareholder,  or  his  or  her  legal  representative,  the  title 
deeds  and  other  documents  which  shall  have  been  depo- 
sited with  them  by  such  shareholders  as  a  security  to  this 
company,  and  shall  and  will,  at  his  or  her  request  or  ex- 
pense, endorse,  on  his  or  her  mortgage,  a  receipt  for  all 
the  monies  intended  to  be  secured  thereby,  pursuant  to 
the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  s.  9.  And  that  then,  three-fourths 
in  number  of  the  shareholders  present  at  any  meeting 
specially  convened,  by  giving  seven  days'  notice  to  each 
member,  shall  have  full  power  to  declare  this  company 
at  an  end,  and  all  the  accounts  thereof  be  finally  closed, 
and  suQh  resolution  shall  be  efiectual,  at  law  and  in 
equity,  as  a  release  from  all  shareholders.'' 


Attached  to  the  rules  were  three  tables,  the  two  mate- 
rial ones  were  as  follows ;  the  third  related  to  discount 
to  be  allowed  on  payments  made  in  advance. 

L  L  2  Tablb  I. 
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Table  L 

'^  Showing  the  amount  shareholders  are  entitled  to 
receive  on  each  share  they  may  hold  for  building  or  pur- 
chasing property. 

To  be  adviEiiced 
on  each  share. 

During  the    Ist  year £60  0  0 

2nd  ,1  '..          ..          ••  61  0  0 

drd  „        63  0  0 

4th  ,,        66  0  0 

5ih  „  •.          ..          •.  70  0  0 

6th  , 74  0  0 

7th  „ 78  0  0 

8th  „        82  0  0 

9th  „        87  0  0 

loth  „ 92  0  0 

llth  ,,          99  0  0 

12th  „        108  0  0 

18th  ,,        120  0  0 


Table  II. 

"  Showing  the  amount  shareholders  are  entitled  to 
receive  on  each  share,  if  they  withdraw  from  the 
company. 


Having 

May  dnmr 

paid  in. 

out. 

At  the  end  of  the 

1st 

year   • 

£6 

£6 

3s. 

Sd. 

99 

2nd 

i>      • 

12 

12 

12 

6 

9f 

8rd 

•»      • 

18 

19 

7 

8 

'» 

4th 

i»      • 

24 

26 

9 

0 

l> 

5th 

i>      • 

80 

58 

16 

8 

)l 

6th 

»      • 

36 

41 

9 

6 

If 

7th 

99           • 

42 

49 

8 

9 

>» 

8  th 

»f 

48 

57 

U 

0 

» 

9th 

fl 

54 

€6 

6 

8 

» 

10th 

ff            • 

60 

75 

2 

6 

tf 

11th 

•  >           • 

66 

84 

5 

9 

)} 

12th 

»            • 

72 

98 

15 

0 

99 

18th 

f» 

78 

120 

0 

0 

"  In  addition  to  the  above  sums,  the  directors  may, 
from  time  to  time,  award  a  bonus  on  the  withdrawal  of 

shares 


Sparrow 

V, 

Faembr. 
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shares,  the  amount  of  bonus  will  depend  on  the  degree  of       1869. 
success  experienced  by  the  company/* 


The  form  of  receipt  to  be  endorsed  on  mortgages,  by 
virtue  of  the  Act  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  5,  purported  to 
acknowledge  the  receipt  of  ''all  money  intended  to  be 
secured  by  the  within  written  deed." 

The  Plaintiff  became  a  member  of  the  society  in 
respect  of  four  and  four-fifths  shares,  and  on  the  25th  of 
April,  I85Q,  he  obtained  an  advance  of  360/.  As  a 
security,  he  conveyed  some  leasehold  property  to  the 
trustees  of  the  society,  upon  trust,  so  long  as  he  ''should 
duly  make  the  several  payments,  and  observe  and  perr 
form  the  regulations  prescribed  in  the  articles  of  the 
society  in  respect  of  the  shares,  and  also  perform  all  the 
covenants  therein  contained,"  to  permit  him  to  retain 
possession ;  but  if  he  should  "  at  any  time  thereafter 
neglect  to  perform  any  of  the  covenants,*'  or  "  to  pay, 
ob^erve  and  perform  all  or  any  of  his  subscriptions, 
payments  and  regulations  on  his  part  to  be  paid,  &c.," 
then  upon  trust,  "at  any  time  thereafter,"  that  the 
trustees  might  enter  and  appoint  a  receiver,  or  sell  the 
property,  and  retain  for  the  society  "  all  such  prin- 
cipal money,  subscriptions  or  other  payments  as  shall 
have  bjeien  advanced  to  or  shall  be  due  by  the  said  S.  L. 
SpfurrqWf  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  in 
respect  of  all  or  any  of  his  said  shares  in  the  said  society 
by  virtue  of  the  rules  aforesaid  (it  being  agreed  by  the 
parties  hereto,  that  in  case  such  sale  shall  take  place, 
all  monies  which  would,  at  any  time  afterwards,  have 
become  due  from  him  or  them,  according  to  the  sub- 
sisting rules  of  the  said  society,  shall  be  considered  as 
then  actually  due,  and  shall  be  fully  deducted  out  of 
the  mopies  received  under  the  aforesaid  powers),  and 

to 
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1859.       to  pay    the  resadoe    of  the   said    money  unto^    the 
PlaioUC 


And  Sparrote  thereby  coTenanted  "  to  pay  the  sub- 
•cnptioos  and  other  payments  payable  on  his  said  shares, 
according  to  the  rales  of  the  society,  on  the  days  and  in 
manner  therein  mentioned,  and  abide  by  and  perform 
the  rales  thereof  in  respect  of  the  said  shares.' 


»9 


In  /ehmijf,  1858,  a  balance  sheet  was  prepared  by 
JBrpoks^  the  manager,  which  was  approTed  of  by  a 
generml  meeting.  Shortly  afterwards  Brooks  absconded, 
haTing  embezzled  the  moneys  of  the  company,  and  it 
wms  then  discoTered,  that  the  balance  sheet  was  ficti- 
tioas,  and  that  the  fbnds  of  the  society  were  wholly 
ittsofficicnt,  at  the  expiration  of  the  thirteen  years  io 
Amgmsij  1858,  to  realize  the  1202.  for  each  unadvanced 
share. 

Tlie  PlaintiflTtendered  to  the  Defendants  (the  trastees) 
the  balance  doe  for  his  subscriptions  down  to  the  end 
of  the  thirteen  years,  and  he  applied  for  a  reconyeyance 
of  his  mortgage  security  and  the  delivery  np  of  the 
title  deeds. 

The  trustees,  howerer,  refused  to  comply  with  the 
PlaintiflTs  request,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  bound,  by 
the  terms  of  the  mortgage  deed  and  rules  of  the  society, 
not  only  to  pay  the  subscription  on  his  shares  for 
thirteen  yemrs,  but  also  to  continue  his  subscriptions 
until  the  termination  of  the  society,  which  would  not 
occur  until  the  full  sum  of  120/.  for  each  nnadvanced 
8hare^  with  all  expenses  and  liabilities  of  the  society, 
could  be  fully  satisfied. 

The  PlaintiflT  filed  a  common  claim  for  redemption, 

claiming 
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claiiBiDg  to  have  the  title  deeds  delivered  to  him^  and  a        1859. 
receipt   endorsed   on   his  mortgage,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act.  o. 


Farmer. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Roxburgh  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  decisions  in  Motley  v.  Baker  (a)  and  Fleming  v. 
Self{b)  are  inapplicable.  They  were  decided  upon  the 
old  form  of  rules  adopted  by  building  societies,  but  the 
present  case  depends  upon  one  established  on  Mac^ 
arthur's  principles,  which  is  quite  distinct,  and  was 
prepared  expressly  to  meet  the  former  difficulties  in 
redeeming,  and  to  define  the  amount  payable  for  that 
purpose.  The  right  of  redemption  depends  on  the  21st 
rule,  which  is  express,  that  an  advanced  member  may 
redeem  *'  by  paying  to  the  directors  the  subscriptions 
that  would  have  been  due  on  the  shares  advanced  on 
such  property  up  to  the  end  of  the  thirteenth  year  of 
the  company."  This  rule  was  introduced  with  the  ex- 
press object  of  preventing  the  uncertainty  in  the  former 
cases  as  to  the  duration  of  the  society.  The  terms  on 
which  a  member  may  withdraw  illustrates  the  rights  of 
an  adranced  member  to  redeem,  and  shews  that  there  is 
no  liability  after  the  thirteen  years  have  expired;  for 
any  shareholder  may,  under  the  6th  rule,  withdraw  on 
the  terms  stated  in  Table  II.,  so  that  if  he  retires  in  the 
twelfth  year  he  is  entitled  to  receive  03/.  1 5s.,  and  in 
the  thirteenth  year,  120/.  in  full. 

The  right  to  redeem  is  distinct  from  the  liability  to 
pay  subscriptions   subsequent  to  the  thirteenth  year, 
and   the   extended  duration  of  the  society  under  the 
32nd  and  33rd  rules.    There  are  three  classes  of  mem- 
bers 

(a)  6  Hare,    87;    1    HaU  if         (b)  3  De  Gex,  M.  ^  G.  997. 
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I«l:9.       berf  :—i1>  As  aliiaccd:   (?)  the  withdimwiiig ;  and 

^'  tihe  ccfrtsvfsc  seabcn.    The  third  dasB  take  oo 

taon^ves  tike  rsk  d  k»  and  the  chance  of  profit^ 

^■^     azad    chembre  the    accidental   loss,  maxng  from  the 

defiikaobc  of  the  aanoscr,  fidls  on  those  who  have, 

¥ci«BtanlT,    rcKaaed     anadvaneed     and    oontiniiiDg 


Lastlr,  k  is  addicted  to  have  been  the  practioe  of 
the  sockCT  to  allov  meatibera  to  luiccni  on  the  terras 
nov  insisted  oo :  there  is  no  reason  whr  the  Pbinltff's 
case  shonid  farm  an  excepcioo  to  that  practioe. 

Hr.  Uofi  and  Mr.  Wdfard  for  the  tnistees.  A 
Misfortune  has  happened  to  the  society  from  the 
dc&katioo  of  its  manager;  all  the  existing  members 
miHt  thereibre  bear  the  lossw  The  intention,  on  the 
formation  of  the  sodeCj,  was  that  every  member  shoald 
recciTe  12lML  either  in  mooev  or  land,  and  that  the 
society  shoald  continue  to  exist  imtil  that  object  had 
been  accomphsbed.  This  is  an  attempt,  by  one  mem- 
ber, afier  a  loss  has  occarred,  to  secare  a  clear  1201  for 
himself  out  of  the  funds  of  the  society,  leaving  the 
other  members  to  bear  the  whole  deficiency:  this  is 
neither  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  equity  or 
the  scope  and  object  of  the  rules.  The  Plaintiff  has 
receired  his  120/.  in  advance,  and  the  mortgage  was 
intended  to  secure  ererythiog  which  might,  at  any 
time,  become  due  fh>m  him  under  the  rules  of  the  so- 
ciety. The  thirteen  years  was  specified  merely  to  fix 
the  period  which  would  probably  be  required  in  order 
to  realize  1202.  a  share;  but  the  1st  and  2od  rules  are 
distinct,  that  the  subscriptioDS  are  to  continue  *'  until 
the  object  of  the  society  be  fully  accomplished ;"  and 
the  operations  of  the  society  were  not  to  cease  until 

there 
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there  was  sufficient  to  pay  each  unadvanced  the  sum  of       1859. 
120L  ^^^^^ 

Sparkow 

mm 

The  mortgage^  being  given  to  secure  the  subscriptions  Farmer. 
payable  in  respect  of  the  shares  prepaid,  covers  everything 
which  might  become  due  from  the  mortgagor  before  the 
expiration  of  the  society,  and  on  those  terms  only  can 
the  Plaintiff  redeem,  as  in  Mosley  v.  Baker  (a) ; 
Fleming  ▼•  Self  (&) ;  Seagrave  v.  Pope  (c) ;  Burbidge 
Y.  Cotton  id). 

The  terms  on  the  retirement  of  a  member  have  no 
application.  The  Plaintiff  did  not  give  notice  until  the 
thirteenth  year  had  expired,  and  the  loss  had  been 
ascertained. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  in  reply. 


l%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  the  answer  made  by  Defendants  to  the  April  18. 
claim  of  the  Plaintiff  is,  that  the  covenant  of  the  deed 
stipulated  that  the  mortgagor  should  pay  the  amount 
so  long  as  society  should  endure ;  that  its  duration  is 
not  limited  to  thirteen  years  or  to  any  other  number  of 
years,  but  that  it  might  be  less  or  more;  that  it  is 
limited  to  last  as  long  as  may  be  necessary  in  order  to 
provide  a  fund  sufficient  to  pay  every  unadvanced 
member  the  sum  of  120Z,  per  share* 

The  rules  referred  to  are  these : — the  Ist,  which  pro- 
vides  that  the  subscription   shall  be  paid  ''until  the 

object 

(a)  6   Hwrej  87;    1    HaU  if  (c)  1  De  Oex,  M.  ^  G.  783, 

Tw€lU,  301.  (</)  5  De  Gex  ^  Sm.  17. 

(6)  3  De  Oex,  M.  ^  G.  997. 
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1859.  object  of  this  society  be  fully  accomplished,''  and  the 
32nd  and  SSrd,  which  state  that  the  society  is  only  to 
terminate  when  all  the  unadvanced  members  receive 
120/.  a  share.  It  is  said,  that  this  was  a  species  of 
partnership,  that  the  same  principle  is  applicable  to  the 
advanced  and  unadvanced  member?,  all  of  whom  are 
to  receive  120/.  per  share,  or  property  of  that  value* 

I  concur  generally  in  this  argument;  and  I  think 
that  the  computation  relative  to  thirteen  years  was  a 
mere  approximation  of  the  anticipated  duration  of  the 
society,  but  which  might  be  more  or  less.  But  admitting 
the  whole  of  this  to  be  correct,  it  does  not  dispose  of 
the  question  before  me,  which  is  this : — What  was  the 
contract  of  mortgage  of  the  25th  April,  1850,  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  trustees  of  the  society  ?  I  think 
that  this  is  determined  by  the  express  terms  of  the  2l8t 
rule. 

It  is,  I  think,  impossible  to  get  over  the  words  of  the 
2l8t  clause,  and  when  the  contract  has  been  wholly 
performed  by  the  Plaintiff  on  his  part,  refuse  to  give 
him  the  benefit  of  it,  because  it  is  inconsistent,  not  with 
the  words  but,  with  the  spirit  of  the  arrangement.  Mr. 
Lhyd  argued,  that  when  two  rules  are  conflicting,  you 
must  look  at  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  in  order  to 
discover  which  of  them  is  to  prevail,  and  that  efiect 
must  then  be  given  to  the  one  so  distinguished.  I 
think,  however,  that  this  principle  is  not  applicable  to 
the  present  case,  for  the  rules  are  not  contradictory. 
It  was  necessary  to  fix  some  limit  to  the  probable 
duration  of  the  society.  This  was  done  in  order  to 
obviate  the  difficulty  which  would  arise  in  the  previous 
cases  of  the  advanced  and  withdrawing  members,  and 
to  allow  an  advanced  member  to  redeem  on  some  fixed 
terms.  It  was  for  this  purpose  that  a  period  of  thir- 
teen 
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teen  years  was  specified,  and  the  2l8t  rule  framed.        1859. 
This  does  not  determine  the  duration  of  the  society, 
but  it  does  determine  the  terms  of  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  and  the  condition  on  which  the  Plaintiff 
must  be  allowed  to  redeem. 

Since  the  case  was  argued  I  have  been  furnished  with 
the  judgment  of  Baron  Martin  in  a  case  of  Farmer  v. 
Smith  (a),  and  I  fully  concur  in  the  construction  placed 
on  the  rules  and  mortgage  of  this  society.  The  Court  of 
Exchequer  has  expressed  its  opinion  that  the  society 
was  not  terminated  at  the  expiration  of  thirteen  years, 
and  that  every  advanced  member  must  pay  his  sub- 
scription until  the  funds  of  the  society  are  sufficient  to 
realize  1202.  for  each  unadvanced  member.  But  still 
the  mortgagor,  on  complying  with  terms  of  21st  rule, 
will  be  entitled  to  have  the  deeds  returned  to  him,  and 
to  have  a  receipt  endorsed  on  his  mortage.  I  adopt  the 
decision  of  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  assuming  that  the 
Plaintiff  may  be  required  to  continue  hereafler  to  pay 
his  subscription,  I  still  think  that  he  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  contract,  which,  according  to  21st  rule  of 
society,  provides  for  redemption  on  certain  terms. 

I  roust  make  a  decree  for  redemption,  according  to 
21st  rule,  without  prejudice  to  any  action  which  may 
be  brought  against  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  subscrip- 
tions due  from  him  subsequent  to  September^  1858,  when 
the  thirteen  years  expired. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  costs. 

(a)  AU.^  N.  196. 


522  CASES  fN  CHANCERY. 

1859. 


YOUNG  r.  YOUNG. 

MmrdkU. 

A^«**^  rilHE  testator  bequeathed  to  bis  wife  "  all  his  plate, 
penooal  esute  lioen,  &C.,  &C.,  and  all  other  his  personal  estate  and 

^^kamd  ^'''^^f  f^*"  ^^^  ^^^  absolute  use  and  benefit,  discharged 
from  the  ^j-  from  ike  paywunt  of  his  debts,  but  subject  to  the  pay- 
^|^<*  11^  ment  of  the  sum  of  100/.  to  his  sister.**  He  then  devised 
dien  dcrised     his  real  estate  in  Herefordshire  to  two  trustees  for  sale. 

Ills  1  jijl  m^Mt^ 

io  Htrtfrrd-  sod  out  of  the  produce  "  in  trust  to  pay,  satisfy  and 
^m^!a^°^  ^  discharge  all  his  just  dehts^  funeral  and  testamentary 
**  all  hb  ^ok  expenses"  in  exoneration  of  his  personal  estates;  and  after 
^Z^f^^"^  making  the  aforesaid  payments,  upon  trust  to  pay  over 
menta^  ex-  the  residue  to  three  other  trustees.  He  then  specifi- 
J^JJJ^Jj^"^!'  "  cally  devised  five  cottages  at  Sillgay,  in  Norfolk,  to  his 
hb  personal  ^ife  for  life,  with  ultimate  remainders  over  to  his  four 
he  derised  bit  nephews  and  his  niece  in  fee.  He  afterwards  devised 
xi^L**tL  ^®  residue  of  his  real  estates  in  Norfolk  to  the  three 
out  MT  ex-      trustees  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  to  invest  the  produce, 

^TDarinenMif  ^^^g®^*^^"*  ^'^  ^^  surplus  of  the  purchase-money  of  his 
his  debis.  The  Herefordshire  estates,  and  pay  the  income  to  his  wife 

jHtrtffhbkirt  ^'^^  l''^'  ^"^  ^^^  ^^^  death  to  the  Plaintiff  for  life,  with 
estates  being     remainder  to  his  four  nephews  and  his  neice. 

iQsutncient  to 
pay  tbe  debts, 

Ao^Jb  The  testator  died  in  1855;  the  trustees  sold  the^cre- 

*^*t7  Weto  f^^^^^^^  property,  but  the  produce,  after  paying  the 
pay  tbem  in     expenses  and  a  mortgage  on  it,  was  insufficient  to  pay 

the'^'I^''^  the  whole  of  the  testotoVs  debts, 
estate. 

Doubts  arose  as  to  the  proper  order  in  which  the 
assets  of  the  testator  ought  to  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  his  debts.  The  Plaintiff  insisted,  that  his  real 
estate  at  HiUgay  and  the  other  real  estate  in  Norfolk 

were 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  623 

^ere,  by  the  will,  made  liable  to  be  so  applied,  after  1859. 
ihe  real  estate  in  Herefofxishire,  in  priority  to  the  gene^ 
Tai  personal  estate.  The  Defendants,  the  four  nephews 
afud  the  niece,  on  the  contrary,  insisted  that  the  testator's 
personal  estate  ought  to  be  so  applied,  after  the  real 
estate  in  Herefordskire,  in  priority  to  the  real  estates  at 
HiUgay  Hnd  in  Norfolk, 

T^  determine  ttie  point  a  special  case  was  prepared 
and  the  question  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
vi^as  as  ibiloVvs:^ Whether,  npoti  the  true  construction 
of  the  testator's  will,  his  personal  estate  ought  to  have 
been  applied,  in  priority  to  his  reel  estate  in  Norfolk^  or 
liis  real  estate  in  Norfolk  in  priority  to  his  personal 
estate,  in  paytnent  of  such  of  his  debts  as  were  not  dis*- 
eiiarged  out  of  the  purchase-moneys  of  his  said  teat 
estate  in  Herefordshire. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Blackmore,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
relied  on  Morrow  v.  Bush  (a). 

Mr.  Fields  for  the  nephews  and  niece,  argued,  that 
the  general  terms  of  exoneration  in  the  first  part  of  the 
will  were  afterwards  explained  and  limited  by  the  specific 
devise  of  a  particular  property  to  pay  those  debts.  He 
cited  Colvile  v.  Middleton  (&)• 

Mr.  W.  D.  Lewis  for  the  trustees. 

Tlie  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  personal  estate  is  exonerated 
in  this  case.  The  will  gives  the  testator's  personal 
estate  to  his  wife  ''  for  her  own  absolute  use  and  benefit 

discharged 

(a)  1  Cox,  185.  (6)  3  Bern.  570. 


524  CASES  IN  CUANCERlt. 

1859.  discharged  from  the  payment  of  his  debts.  That  means 
she  is  to  take  the  personal  estate  discharged  of  all  the 
debts.  If  I  were  to  read  it  otherwise  I  must  introduce 
some  other  words,  such  as  these : — ''  except  so  &r  as 
the  produce  of  my  Herefordshire  estate  may  be  insuffi- 
cient to  pay/'  or  ''  except  so  far  as  the  fond  after  pro- 
vided may  prove  insufficient  for  that  purpose.*' 

The  case  of  Morrow  v.  Btuh  is,  I  think,  decisive  on 
the  subject,  and  Colvile  v.  Middleton  does  not  touch  it 
In  that  case  I  observe  that  Morrow  v.  Bush  was  cited. 

Here  there  is  a  complete  exoneration  of  personal 
estate  from  the  payment  of  the  testator^s  debts,  and  if 
so,  then,  after  exhausting  the  produce  of  the  Hereford' 
shire  estate,  they  must  fall  on  the  only  other  fund,  which 
is  the  real  estate  in  Norfolk, 
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1859. 


TAITE  r.  SWINSTEAD.  February  22. 

March  24. 

npHE  testator,  Noah  Slee,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1829,  An  estate  was 

devised  a  piece  of  freehold  building  ground  to  four  trustees  for 
trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  the  trusts  following: —       different  per- 

'     '  ^  sons  in  fifth 

shares,  some  of 

As  to  one  undivided  fifth  part  thereof,  for  his  son,  '^^'''^  ?^"^» 

J  J       I  >  y  were  given  to 

John  Slee,  and  his  wife  and   children,  in  the  manner  living  persons 
that  other  part  of  his  property  was  devised  for  their  throthereto" 

benefit.  l»ving  persons 

for  life,  with 
remainder  to 

As  to  one  other  undivided  fifth  part  thereof,  for  his  In^^J/^^'^An" 

son,  Noah  Slee,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  unlimited 

power  of  sale 
over  the  whole 
As  to  one  other  undivided  fifth  part  thereof,  for  his  estate  was 

trivon  tn  fKp 

son,  Josiah  Siee,  his  heirs  and  ass^igns.  trustees.  Heldf 

that  this  power 
of  sale  was 
As  to  another  undivided  fifth  part  thereof,  for  his  valid  and  could 

son-in-law,  T.  H.  Gould,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  their  ove?t\twhole 
heirs  and  assigns.  estate,  so  long 

as  any  of  the 
trusts  of  any  of 

And  as  to  the  remaining  undivided  fifth  part  thereof,  the  shares  re- 
for  his  son-in-law  Samuel  Taite,  and  Mary  Benson  his  performed, 
wife,  and  their  children,  in  the  same  manner  that  other 
part  of  his  the  said  testator*8  property  was  devised  for 
their  benefit. 


**  But  if  his  said  trustees  should  think  it  desirable  to 
sell  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of  ground,  then  upon  trust 
that  they  his  said  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  such  survivor,  should^  as 
soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  decease,  abso- 
lutely sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  piece  or  parcel  of 

TOL.  xxYi.  M  M  ground 
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1859.  groond  and  hereditaments/'  and  stand  possessed  of  the 

^^y^^  proceeds  of  the  said  sale,  vpom  ike  like  trusts  as  were 

^'  '  thereby  declared  of  and  concerning  the  said  piece  or 

SwMSTBA*,  parcel  of  ground. 


There  was  also  a  maintenance  clanse  during  minority, 
and  a  declaration  that  the  trustees'  receipts  should  be 
good  discharges. 

The  testator  died  in  1830.  His  trustees,  in  1858, 
entered  into  a  contract  to  sell  the  property  to  the  De- 
fendant. At  this  time,  the  parties  beneficially  interested 
in  the  property  were  as  follows  :— The  children  of  John 
(their  parents  being  dead)  were  absolutely  entitled  to 
one-fifth,  and  the  gifts  of  one-fifth  to  Noah,  Josiah  and 
to  Gould  and  wife  were  absolute.  But  a  difficulty  arose 
as  to  the  one-fifth  share  devised  to  Josiah  absolutely;  it 
appeared  that  he  died  in  1838  intestate,  leaving  Josiah 
Slee  the  younger  his  heir-at-law,  on  whom  his  one- 
fifth  share  descended.  Josiah  Slee  the  younger,  having 
attained  twenty-one  years,  went  to  Tasmania  in  1832, 
and  resided  for  some  time  at  Hobart  Toum.  He  after- 
wards left  that  place,  and  when  he  was  last  heard  of,  in 
the  month  of  June^  1858,  he  was  residing  at  Sydney ^ 
in  Australia,  but  it  was  not  known  whether  he  was  now 
alive  or  dead,  or,  if  dead,  whether  he  had  left  any  child 
or  had  made  any  will. 

As  to  the  remaining  one>fifth  devised  to  Samuel  Taite 
and  wife  and  children,  it  appeared  that  her  husband  had 
died  in  1832,  and  that,  under  the  trusts  of  the  will, 
the  one-fifth  share  now  stood  limited  to  Mrs.  Taite  for 
life^t  with  power  to  her  to  appoint  among  all  her  children, 
and  for  want  of  appointment,  amongst  all  her  children 
equally. 

She 


Taite 

V, 
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She  had  five  children  living,  who  had   all  attained        1859. 
twenty-one;  but  there  was  still  the  possibility  of  her 
having  other  children  who  might  become  entitled  to  par- 
ticipate in  this  one-fifth.  Swinstead. 

The  Defendant  (the  purchaser)  accepted  the  title  to 
the  premises,  subject  to  this  one  objection,  viz.,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  could  not  make  a  good  title  under  the  power 
of  sale  contained  in  the  will,  by  reason  of  an  original 
invalidity  in  such  power,  and  by  reason  of  the  lapse  of 
time  and  the  other  facts  and  circumstances  which  had 
happened  since  the  testator's  decease. 

The  Plaintiffs  contended  the  contrary,  that  the  objec- 
tion to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  by  the  Plaintiffs 
was  invalid,  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  power  of 
sale  was  valid,  and  that  they  could,  by  virtue  thereof, 
make  a  good  title. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Plaintiffs  and  De- 
fendant concurred  in  a  special  case,  which  now  came 
on  for  argument. 

Mr.  Bagshawe^jun.j  for  the  vendors,  argued  that  the 
power  of  sale  was  valid,  for  it  must  be  necessarily  exer- 
cised within  legal  limits,  and  that,  therefore,  it  did  not 
offend  against  the  law  as  to  perpetuities. 

Mr.  Jessely  for  the  purchaser,  argued,  that  although  the 
power  would  have  been  good  if  it  had  been  limited  to 
the  estate  and  interest  of  Mrs.  Taite  and  her  children, 
still  that  it  was  void  as  against  such  other  persons  as 
were  entitled  to  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  distinct  shares 
of  the  estate.  That  such  a  power  would  be  too  remote 
if  attached  to  the  latter  shares  alone,  and  that  it  could 

M  M  2 
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1869. 


not  be  rendered  Talid  by  being  connected  with  other 
shares  given  in  strict  settlement. 

Ware  v.  Polhill  (a) ;  TVower  v.  Knighiley  (6) ;  LanU- 
bery  v.  Collier  (c)  ;    Wolley  v.  Jenkins  (rf),  were  cited. 


The  Ma8T£r  of  the  Rolls. 

March  24.  The  question  on  this  special  case  is,  whether  a 
power  of  sale  given  by  the  will  of  Noah  Slee  is  still  in 
force. 


All  the  trusts  of  the  share  of  John  Slee  are  ex- 
haustedy  and  the  persons  now  entitled  to  this  share  are 
his  children,  who  are  entitled  to  it  in  fee.  Noah  Slee 
is  dead,  and  his  heir  is  entitled  to  his  one-fifth  in  fee. 
Josiah  Slee  is  also  dead ;  the  heir  who  is  entitled  to 
this  share  in  fee  is  abroad,  and  it  is  not  known  where 
he  is;  he,  however,  is  entitled  to  one-fifth  in  fee, 
wherever  he  may  be.  The  trusts  relative  to  the  share 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gould  are  exhausted  :  he  is  dead,  and 
his  widow,  Mrs.  Gould,  is,  under  the  trusts  of  the  will, 
entitled  to  this  one-fifth  in  fee.  The  only  remaining 
share  is  that  settled  on  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Taife,  and  tbeir 
children.  He  is  dead,  leaving  children,  and*  this  one- 
fifth  is  now  vested  in  the  trustees,  in  trust  for  Mrs. 
TaiCe  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children  in  fee. 

The  question  is,  whether,  as  the  trusts  of  this  latter 
one-fifth  alone  are  still  subsisting,  the  power  of  sale  over 
the  whole  property  is  still  in  existence,  and  capable  of 
being  exercised  by  the  trustees. 

Although 


(a)  1 1  Vet  257. 
(6)  6  Madd.  134. 


(f )  2  K.SfJ.  709. 
((/)  23  Beav.  56. 
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Although  the  doctrine  in  Warev,  Polhill(a)  may  have 
been  limited  to  a  narrower  extent  than  what  it  was  ori- 
ginally supposed  to  have  decided^  viz.,  that  general 
powers  of  sale  were  always  bad  as  offending  against  the 
rule  against  perpetuities,  it  is,  I  think  clear,  in  accordance 
with  the  recognized  authority  of  that  case,  that  if  an 
estate  be  given  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  certain  persons, 
as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  with  a  power  of  sale  given 
to  the  trustees  without  any  limit,  the  power  of  sale 
would  be  invalid,  because,  if  it  were  exercisable  at  all,  it 
would  be  exercisable  in  perpetuum  and  as  long  as  the 
estates  given  to  the  cestuis  que  trust  lasted.  But,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  the  estate  was  given  to  trustees  in 
trust  for  certain  persons  for  life,  in  succession,  with  an 
ultimate  remainder  to  persons  in  fee,  and  a  power  of 
sale  was  intrusted  to  those  trustees,  the  power  of  sale 
would,  in  my  opinion,  subsist  until  the  trust  was  ex- 
hausted; in  other  words,  until  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  remainder  in  fee  had  a  right  to  call  upon  the  trustees 
to  convey  to  them  the  absolute  interest  in  their  shares. 
And  the  circumstance  that  one  person  was  entitled  to 
have  his  share  in  the  fee  conveyed  to  him,  while  the 
trusts  of  the  other  share  were  still  subsisting,  would  not 
prevent  the  trustees  from  exercising  the  power  of  sale. 
In  other  words,  the  power  of  sale  is  given  till  all  the 
trusts  are^xhausted,  and  till  the  whole  estate  is  vested 
in  fee  in  the  person  or  persons  entitled. 


1869. 


This  is  in  truth  a  question  of  intention,  to  be  dis- 
covered from  the  words  of  the  will,  and  the  Court  will 
execute  the  intention  of  the  testator,  with  regard  to  the 
power  of  sale,  provided  it  do  not  offend  against  some 
principle  of  law. 

If 


(fl)  1 1  Vet.  257. 


T*rr« 


CASES  K  CHANCERY. 

l*3t  If  a.  tesatar  expresses  bs  intention  that  a  power  of 

sile  KLcalii  esfac  m  tntstets  for  ever,  whicb  is  tbe 
necesaonr  ccccla;saja  in  the  case  I  £rst  snggestedy  this 
Court  w'll  30C  allow  that  power  to  be  executed,  be- 
eaose  it  ^otacs  the  rale  against  perpeteities.  Bat  al- 
thcacti  ^m  ▼.  PoUiU  \,a  was  originally  supposed  to 
lave  a  wider  meaning,  if.  indeed ,  Lord  JEldcm  intended 
his  decisica  to  have  such  wider  application,  what  I 
coosoder  la  be  Left  ontoachcd  by  it,  as  I  have  stated,  is, 
that  a  geoeral  power  of  sale  will  be  good,  if  it  be  re- 
stncted,  either  in  terms  or  bj  inference,  to  the  daratioii 
of  che  tnxstsv  which  are  within  legal  limits  and  which  the 
tiiBtees  have  to  pertbnn :  in  other  words,  tbe  daratioii 
of  the  power  of  sale  is  to  be  interpreted  from  tbe  words 
ased  hx  the  testator^  and  with  regard  to  tbe  duration  of 
the  trusts  imposed  by  him. 

R^ar£ng  then  tbe  question  in  this  Kgbt,  I  bare  first 
to  consider  what,  in  this  case,  was  tbe  intention  of  the 
testau>r  as  to  the  duration  of  tbe  power  of  sale  be  gave,  and 
next,  whether  this  intention  can  properly  be  allowed  by  the 
Court  to  be  executed.  I  think  tbe  intention  clear ;  the 
estate  b  given  in  five^ths,  two  of  them  in  settlement 
to  husband  and  wife  for  their  lives  in  succession,  with 
remainder  to  their  children,  with  a  gift  over  in  case  of 
no  children,  and  the  remaining  fifths  are  given  to  per- 
sons in  fee.  The  power  of  sale  is  unlimited  and  over- 
rides the  whole  estate.  I  think  that  the  testator  intended 
the  power  of  sale  to  last  as  long  as  any  one  of  tbe 
trusts  relative  of  the  two-fifths  which  were  settled 
remained  to  be  performed;  and  that,  accordingly,  he 
intended  it  to  endure  as  long  as  the  trusts  of  Mrs. 
Taites  share  remained  to  be  performed :  for,  if  not,  why 
did  he  give  the  power  at  all,  or  why  did  he  not  confine 

the 
(a)  1]  rVf.  257. 
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the  power  to  the  two-fifths  which  were  settled  ?  I  think 
this  conclusive,  that  the  testator  intended  the  power  to 
continue  a  subsisting  power,  as  long  as  any  trust  re- 
mained to  be  performed  with  regard  to  any  one  of  the 
shares. 


1869. 


Is  there  then  any  rule  of  law  that  would  be  violated 
by  my  holding  the  power  to  be  still  subsisting?  1  am 
of  opinion  that  there  is  not :  the  trusts  are  within  the 
proper  limits  in  point  of  time,  and  if  the  power  cannot 
now  be  exercised  conformably  with  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  then  it  could  never  have  been  exercised,  and  it 
was  originally  invalid.  But  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  the 
circumstance  of  three  of  the  shares  being  given  in  fee  did 
not  prevent  the  testator  from  giving  to  his  trustees  a  power 
of  sale,  limited  to  take  effect  over  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
perty, as  long  as  the  trusts  of  any  other  of  the  shares 
remained  to  be  exercised,  any  more  than  if  he  had  given 
the  whole  of  the  shares  in  fee  he  might  have  given  a 
power  of  sale  to  be  exercised  within  twelve  months  after 
his  decease. 

This  view  1  think  consistent  with  all  the  decisions.  It 
isclearly  supported  by  the  case  of  Trowerv.  Knightley{a)\ 
it  is  a  necessary  consequence  from  the  principles  laid 
down  in  the  very  able  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor 
Wood  in  Lantsbery  v.  Collier  (J);  and,  in  my  opinion^  it 
IS  perfectly  consistent  with  the  case  of  Wolley  v. 
Jenkins  (c);  in  fact,  the  decision  in  that  case  proceeded 
on  the  assumption,  that  the  power  of  sale  remained  as 
long  as  there  were  any  trusts  of  the  settlement  to  be  per- 
formedy  but  that  when  they  were  over,  the  power  was 
gone   also :   the  question  to  be  determined  there  was, 

whether 


(a)  6  Madd.  134. 
(6)  2K.SfJ.  709. 


(c)  23  Beav.  56. 


:fie  T-iKS  i£  ae  KokaicBt  to  be  peffonned  by 
-tie  nwtHa-  ir  X  ^^ert  me  rios  mhok  the  temnts  for  life 
-m^sr*  nl  HFiit.  BUI  "iBe  sernnag  cKided  io  remmioder  were 
smi?  nsBi  ir  imt  sk*?  csck  into  cxkteDce,  md  the 
utmuuB  ini:  r^sr  xufti  Tcsaed  ix  t^  penoos  bst  named — 
v'ltsmsr  rift  jinv'sr  :c  a^  wi^  ssciKsiiDg  «bra  all  thb  had 
ncTU'^a.  fiiii!7L7  ^■■rTnFiy  &  iactB:re  charged  on  the  estate 
TV  :3i»  -ecieiiisc  aoit  kcctm:  bv  a  term  which  was  Tested 
n  -r-iSE-s  loif  inm  iXiQie  c/  the  settlement  was  still 
smsa^n^  As-:r£mr^  it  was  there  decided,  that  the 
Tiaofc  IT  :3e  sedieaxezc  ibr  which  the  power  of  sale  was 
pv-fii.  «?R  ntftisaee,  aad.  coosequeiitly,  that  the  power 


Bs*  t^  trasG  a*^  bcc  exhawsted,  they  are  still  sob- 
vsaaz  &s  ^  cQs-cft^  The  power  was  good  while  the 
iriecs  cc  '^ee-feas  were  sohsisting,  why  is  it  not  also 
tTKA  aad  capabbe  cf  beice  exercised  while  the  trusts 
of  tv«-4nbs  are  sdH  svfasistiog;  and,  if  so,  why  not 
wh^  the  trststs  of  ooe-fifkh  are  still  subsisting? 

It  »  tr=e,  that  the  exercise  of  the  power  converts  the 
share  of  each  persoo  from  realty  to  personalty^  but 
this  would  hare  been  the  resolt  whenever  the  power 
was  exercised,  and  it  is  to  be  obsenred,  that  the  exercise 
of  the  power  defeats  the  interest  of  no  existing  person 
in  the  fund  or  the  estate,  although  it  may  alter  its  sub- 
sequent course  of  devolution. 

I  therefore  think  that  the  power  is  still  subsisting, 
and  that  it  mav  now  be  exercised. 

Note. — Set  2  Smgden  om  Pov,  ck.  18,  teci.  15 ;  1  Ckamet  im 
PoK^.  119;  Jarmam  om  Wilis,  236  (2nd  ed,);  LewU  on  PerpetuUUa, 
541. 
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DE  WINTON  V.  THE  MAYOR  ic.  OF  BRECON.  ^""^^^sS',  ^^* 

/an.  25, 26, 27. 

TN  1838,  It  being  deemed  expedient  to  erect  a  new  mar-  Where  an  Act 
J-    ket  in  the  town  of  Brecon,  the  Corporation  obtained  f  P«'!»«ment 

'  ^  authorizes  a 

an  Act  of  Parliament  enabling  it  to  effect  that  purpose,  corporation  to 

mortgage  its 
tolls,  &c.  this 

This  Act  (1  Vict.  c.  xii)  gave  to  the  Corporation  the  Conrthasjuris- 

,  ,  ,  ,  diction  to  ap- 

usual  compulsory  powers   to  purchase  the   necessary  point  a  Re- 
lands,  and  authorized  it  to  erect  the  mat- ket  with  the  f^*^®'' o^  ^^^^9 

though  no  such 
necessary  conveniences;  but  the  29th  section  "required"  express  power 

the  Corporation,  within  seven  years  after  the  passing  of  A^t^^ut  fy^l 
the  Act,  to  sell  the  surplus  of  the  land  purchased  under  Receiver  over 
the  Act,  and  which  might  not  be  required,  and  it  gave  a  ought  not  to 
right  of  pre-emption  to  the  persons  from  whom  it  had  ^^.^'®  ?°"*"  . 
been  purchased  by  the  Corporation,  or  the  owners  of  the  any  powers  of 
adjoining  land.    The  money  produced  by  such  sale  was  IJ*hic??oi7Tt* 
to  be  applied  "  to  the  purposes  of  this  Act."  properly  to  be 

exercised  by 
the  Corpora- 

The  30th  section  empowered  the  Corporation  to  bor-  tion  itself. 
row  money,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  upon  "  the  clause^of  a**"* 
tolls,  rents  and  stallage"  of  the  market,  and  execute  ActofParlia- 

,  ,       .  ment  directs 

debentures,  specific  acts  to 

be  done,  but 
which  acts  would  be  included  in  the  general  terms  of  a  subsequent  prohibitory  clause, 
the  former  clause  is  not  controlled  by  the  latter. 

An  Act  of  Parliament  gave  a  corporation  compulsory  powers  of  purchasing  land  to 
make  a  market.  The  29th  section  required  it  to  sell  the  surplus  not  wanted,  and  to 
give  certain  parties  a  right  of  pre-emption,  the  produce  to  be  applied  *'  to  the  purposes 
of  the  Act."  The  30th  section  gave  the  corporation  power  to  borrow  on  deoenture, 
the  32nd  power  to  mortgage  or  sell  any  of  its  land  "  fur  the  purposes  of  the  Act," 
and  the  8drd  section  provided  that  the  Act  should  not  empower  the  corporation  to  sell 
without  the  approbation  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.  Held,  that  the  32nd  section 
did  not  authorize  a  mortgage  of  the  surplus  land  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  but  that 
It  must  be  sold  as  directed  by  the  29th  section.  HeUt  also,  that  a  mortgage  only  of 
the  lands  of  the  corporation  required  the  assent  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury. 

Debenture  holders  under  the  Act  were  to  be  entitled  pari  passu.  One  debenture 
bolder  attempted  to  obtain  an  advantage  over  the  rest  by  means  of  an  additional 
mortgage.     Hrldf  that  it  was  invalid. 


CASES  IX  CHAXCEET. 


Dk 


I^5j5L  cecdtxrow  ii  ihe  fcra  prescribed,  by  which  the  Corpo- 
rsDca  zarrcrted  to  sssien  to  the  lender  ^  soch  propor- 
cca  cc  I3e  u^  rails  md  stiU^ge**  arising  under  the  Act 
^  «s  lae  sasL  icrubceti  bcce  to  the  whole  som  borrowed. 
Anc  by  i^  sK&GOy  the  debentore  creditors  were  to  be 
eaifud  &j  il^  tj%j«,  Jbc.  etjaallj,  **  without  any  pre- 
fcresioe  5a  refped  ci  the  priority  of  adTancing  such 
■ttroe^vs^**  cr  tbe  dates  of  their  debentnres. 


Ufas  32£d  secdoo  empowered  the  Corporation  "to 
nrse  cr  bccrcw.  i^jr  the  parposet  of  this  Act,"  on  mort- 
ea§!e  ci  any  EesBOj^es  or  tenements,  lands  or  heredita- 
■Kfits  Yesttd  in  or  belonging  to  the  said  "  Corpora- 
tue,"  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or,  for  snch  par- 
poses,  abiscvsiely  to  seH,  cooTey  and  dispose  of  any 
■beseaa^esy  sands  or  hcieditaments  belonging  to  them  as 


Soch  sales  and  conreyances  were  (by  sect.  33)  to  be 
ander  the  common  seal,  and  to  be  in  a  particular  form 
stated,  and  the  section  proceeded  in  these  terms:— 
^*  acd  evefT  s;sch  sa!e  aijd  cc^Teyaoce,  so  made  and  exe- 
cuted, shtll  be  valid  acd  effectual  to  all  intents  and  por- 
p(K<s«  and  shall  be  sufficient  in  law  to  Test  the  property 
of  and  :a  any  mes>Qages  or  tenements,  lands  or  heredita- 
ments in  the  pnn:haser  or  purchasers  thereof,  as  the 
case  may  be,  any  law,  statute,  usage  or  other  matter  or 
thing  to  the  coQUary  notwithstanding.*' 

By  section  34  it  was  enacted,  **  that  the  said  mayor, 
aldermen  and  burgesses  should  and  they  were  thereby 
directed  to  apply  the  money  to  arise  or  to  be  received  by 
Tirtue  of  the  said  Act,  and,  subject  as  therein  mentioned, 
the  tolls,  rents  and  stallage  thereby  authorized  to  be 
takeo^  in  manner  following  :** — after  paying  the  costs  of 
obuining  the  Act  and  of  fitting  up  the  market,  in  the 

next 
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next  place  to  retain  such  sums  of  money  as,  with  the        1858. 

rents,  tolls  and  dues  which  should  be  received  by  the 

said  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses  from  any  property 

belonmns:  to  them  (other  than  the  tolls,  rents  and  stall-  ^,     ^^l       ^ 
°    =*    .  ^  \  Mayor,  &c.  of 

age  authorized  to  be  taken  by  the  said  Act),  should  Brecon. 
be  equal  in  amount  to,  or  necessary  to  make  up, 
the  annual  sum  of  210Z.  (the  amount  of  the  nett  annual 
income  of  the  said  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses 
from  the  whole  tolls  of  the  said  borough  and  other  pro- 
perty of  or  belonging  to  them),  of  which  sum  of  210/. 
a  competent  part  should  be  applied  by  the  said  mayor, 
aldermen  and  burgesses  towards  defraying  the  interest 
of  any  incumbrance  then  affecting  their  said  property, 
and  the  remainder  should  be  by  them  applied  to  such 
purposes  and  in  such  manner,  as  they  were  by  law  then 
authorized  and  empowered  to  apply  their  said  nett 
annual  income,  and  afterwards,  the  said  surplus  tolls, 
rents  and  stallage  should  be  applied  in  paying  the  in- 
terest of  all  moneys  which  should  be  borrowed  under  and 
by  virtue  of  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  said  costs,  charges,  expenses  and  payments 
aforesaid,  the  residue  of  the  same  surplus  tolls,  rents 
and  stallage  should  be  divided  into  two  equal  moities  or 
equal  parts  or  portions,  one  of  which  should  be  paid 
unto  and  among  the  persons  entitled  to  any  of  the 
securities  for  the  money  to  be  borrowed  on  mortgage  as 
aforesaid,  and  their  respective  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns,  as  the  case  might  be,  in  proportion  to  the 
respective  sums  advanced  by  him,  her  or  them,  without 
any  preference  by  reason  of  the  priority  of  date  of  any 
such  mortgage  or  on  any  other  account  whatsoever,  and 
the  other  moiety  of  the  said  residue  of  the  surplus  tolls, 
rents  and  stallage  should  be  retained  by  the  said  mayor, 
aldermen  and  burgesses  towards  enabling  them  to  pay 
off  (in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned)  the  said  money 
borrowed  on  mortgage,  and  after  payment  thereof,  the 

whole 


wruxjC:  T  He  9U1  fiimiB  ^uIbu  Tfiois  aad  stallage  ihoQU 
ic  :v  nen  lociusx  u  suzi  2ac7<aac9  cf  p«bbc  benefit 


^  vmun  He  fiiti  lAirniuTT  ii§  a:  ^tsn.  farm  iff  a&tm.  laeeC 


Am  ir  ::ie  >=..irif:Ri£aca  wvk  igtuiticd  to  nuke 


ii=xnmtf>  IF  \A  siintsv^  r%oei:««d  and  expended  by 
n  He  t&snniTn  if  ^is  Arc  wibadk  were  to  be  opea 


uuaiiraec  i^  CoqKntioo  to  let 
He  ^ssMki^  £3.  If  ue  suruc  ur  asj  term  noi  exceeding 


JLia  nt»  ^Iri  iiaimig  sr^riied  ~tbai  nothing  io 
3ie  auL  A:^  sxaaauBS.  siiizvJe  ex:eod,  or  be  oonstnied 
XI  *ygwif  u  aaiitif-  iiis  aa^  ir^  &jiierBen  mod  bargcstes 
if  lie  sbii  surziori  if  SirtGim  lo  ttke,  appropriate,  use, 
«»}«  nsnifie.  3xi:r:ri^  ic  >."affaiar,  tor  the  purposes  of 
n«f  siiii  ^^4:s»  v'lLii:!!;:  ibe  ajypofcaaanof  the  Lords  Cohh* 
iiissKiiaiers  if  ^s*  iLidesev  s  Treanrr,  or  any  three  of 
rxtm^  la-i  3iessn2i;rf^  JKitSiw  leseaaeots  or  bereditameoU 
v*iic:2  Utf^  r*»LJi  ziic  &v«  tak^a,  appropriated,  used, 
«:iii^  iif-xiistfi.  xLiirziM^i  or  alienated  withont  sach 
u^crrcurca  *•».«  li*  rft»rtg  of  the  said  Act,  any- 
Uiiur  jT  ui:  «LC  Arc  u  t2)e  cootrary  ootwithstandiog." 

Tbae  CcTTcrir^c  proceeded  to  pot  the  Act  into  exe« 
<«<Lcc  :  X  7<ii."Vfcrnpc  t^  neceasarr  lands,  and  amongst 
tJ:ea:  rrf  2iws  cuIied  "^  Tkt  Qweas  Head;^  it  borrowed 
ttT^?  $i£3&s  cc  6ebe£:ares,  and  erected  the  market, 
wb^^i  v&$  cc^spfc  lor  pubiic  ase  in  1840. 


Tbe  PUiscn  «as  the  owner  of  fire  of  these  debentures 
of  UXV.  each, 

Tjirt  of  the  property  purdiased  under  the  Act,  ris^ 
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The  Queen's  Head,  though  not  required  for  the  purposes        1858. 
of  the  Act,  had  not  been  sold  by  the  Corporation  as  re- 
quired by  the  29th  section. 


Al  AVI 

In  March,  1840,  the  Defendant  Mrs.  Payne  advanced  fi 
the  Corporation  1,500/.  to  enable  it  to  complete  the 
market,  which  sum  the  Corporation  secured  by  three 
debentures  of  500/.  each,  charged  upon  the  tolls,  and  a 
mortgage  dated  the  4th  March,  1810,  under  the  corpo- 
rate seal,  whereby  the  Corporation  conveyed  The  Queen's 
Head  and  the  ground  on  which  the  new  market  was 
then  being  erected,  and  the  erections  thereon,  byway  of 
mortgage  for  1,500/.,  with  a  power  of  sale  both  over  the 
debentures  and  premises.  This  mortgage  was  made 
without  the  consent  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  under 
the  1  Vict.  c.  12,  s.  83,  and  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  94. 

Interest  on  the  Plaintiff's  debentures  having  been  in 
arrear  since  1851,  he  instituted  this  suit  against  the 
Corporation  of  Brecon  and  Mrs.  Payne,  alleging  various 
neglects,  defaults  and  acts  of  mismanagement  on  the 
part  of  the  Corporation.     The  bill  prayed  : — 

1.  That  Jlie  Queens  Head,  and  all  other  heredita- 
ments purchased  by  the  said  Corporation  under  the 
Act,  and  not  required  for  the  purposes  thereof,  might  be 
8old,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  might  be 
applied  under  the  direction  of  this  Court. 

2.  That  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  property 
and  estate  of  the  Corporation  at  the  time  oF  passing  the 
Act,  and  also  at  the  present  time;  and  of  all  sales  and 
purchases  under  it,  and  of  all  moneys  received  by  the 
Corporation  from  any  such  sales  ;  and  also  a  like  account 
of  the  rents  of  the  property  of  the  Corporation  received 
since  the  passing  of  the  Act;  and  of  all  tolls,  rents  and 

stallage 


De  WlNTOV 
V. 

The 
Mayor,  &c.  of 

RSCON. 


IS  CHANCERY. 


D«  V 


I^oji.       itiQi^  received  by  the  CorpormticMi  in  parsaance  of  the 
Ac£,  *iui  their  ftppluatioa  thereof. 


3.  Tiiat  a  Reccxrer  might  be  appointed  of ''  the  rentB, 
Bssnes  and  profits  of  the  estate  and  hereditaments'*  of 
the  CorpccatioOy  azkd  of  the  tolls,  rent  and  stallage, 
and  other  moneys  payable  under  the  Act,  and  that  the 
Receiver  might  ^  be  authorized^  from  time  to  time,  to  let 
the  same  corporate  estates  and  hereditaments,  and  also 
the  staKsy  shops,  standing-places,  shambles,  benches 
and  other  conTcniences  in  the  several  markets  in  the 
said  Act  mentioQed,  and  generally  to  exercise  the  powers 
of  the  said  Act,  or  otherwise  that  the  powers  and  provi* 
aioffes  of  the  said  Act  might  be  exercised  under  the 
direction  and  control  of  this  honorable  Court." 

4.  That  the  rents,  issues  and  profits,  tolls,  rents  and 
stallage  might,  from  time  to  time,  be  applied,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court,  in  accordance  with  the  proTisioos 
of  the  Act. 


Jmi^  Sw  A  motion  was  now  made  for  a  Receiver,  in  the  terms 

of  the  third  paragraph  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 

>rr.  B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hardy  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  interest  of  the  debentures  is  greatly  in  arrear, 
and  the  non-payment  has  been  caused  by  the  culpable 
mismanagement  of  the  Corporation.  This  Court  ought, 
therefore,  to  interfere  by  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver 
and  manager  of  the  property  charged.  In  Ames  v.  The 
Trustees  of  tie  Birkenhead  Docks  (a)  the  Court  held, 
that  in  such  a  case  a  debenture-holder  was  entitled  to  a 
Receiver.  The  debenture-holders  have  an  interest  in 
the  general  property  of  the  Corporation,  and  the  Corpo- 
ration are  giving  judgments  on  which  elegits  will  issue 

against 
(«)  20  Brav.  332. 
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against  the  corporate  property,  to  the  prejudice  of  the        1858. 

rights  and  remedies  of  the  existing  incumbrancers;  this    r^^^f^^^ 

renders  it  the  more  necessary  that  a  Receiver  should  be  v. 

appointed  for  their  protection.  ^     ^^%       - 

* '^  »^  Mayor,  &c.  of 

Brecon. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  C  C.  Barber ^  for  the  Corpora- 
tion! said,  that  the  real  contest  in  this  case  was  between 
judgment  creditors  for  priority,  and  that  one  had  already 
obtained  a  judgment  on  which  an  elegit  had  issued,  which 
had  been  lodged  with  the  sheriff.  That  the  object  of  the 
Plaintiff  was,  in  the  absence  of  the  creditor,  to  prevent 
his  obtaining  the  benefit  of  his  diligence,  by  inducing  the 
Court  to  take  possession  of  the  corporate  property  liable 
to  satisfy  the  judgment. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  can  only  grant  a  Receiver  of  the  tolls,  dues  and 
stallages,  and  of  any  sums  due  or  to  become  due  in 
respect  thereof,  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court.  I 
will  reserve  the  remainder  of  the  motion  until  next  seal 
day,  with  liberty  to  the  Defendant  to  move  to  discharge 
the  present  order. 

Notice  must  be  given  to  the  judgment  creditor  of  the 
order,and  that  he  will  be  at  liberty, though  not  a  party  to 
the  cause,  to  appear  on  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  or  to 
give  such  notice  of  motion  to  discharge  or  vary  the 
present  order  as  he  may  be  advised.  I  suppose  the 
Plaintiff  will  consent  to  that. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  assented. 


The  Corporation  and  William  Parry,  the  judgment      Jufy  29, 

creditor. 
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1858.       creditor  I  on  the  1 0th  of  July ,  gave  notice  to  discharge 
the  order  for  a  Receiver. 


Mr.  FolUtt  and  Mr.  C.  C.  Barber.  This  case 
Bucom!  differs  from  Ames  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead 
Docks  (a)  and  Potts  v.  The  Warwick^  ^c.  Canal  Com- 
pany (b\  for  there  the  Corporation  consented  to  the 
Receiver.  Here  the  Corporation  is  the  first  incum- 
brancer in  respect  of  the  210/.  a  year,  for  the  debentures 
are  expressly  made  subject  to  its  priority  of  payment  and 
to  the  application  of  the  tolls  as  mentioned  in  the  Act 
The  possession,  therefore,  of  the  first  incumbrancer 
ought  not  to  be  interfered  with  at  the  suit  of  a  puisni 
incumbrancer. 

The  Corporation  have  public  duties  to  perform  in 
respect  of  its  property,  and  to  which  Plaintiff's  rights 
are  postponed  by  the  Act ;  these  cannot  be  delegated 
to  the  Receiver.  The  Corporation  alone  can  appoint 
collectors,  inspectors  and  other  officers,  and  settle  their 
allowances  (sect.  38).  They  are  to  fix  the  amount  of 
tolls  (sect.  42) ;  all  acts  authorized  are  to  be  done  at  a 
general  meeting  of  the  council  of  the  borough  (sect  51); 
and  there  are  the  powers  of  management,  which  are  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  handed 
over  to  a  Receiver.  In  Ames  v.  The  Trustees  of  the 
Birkenhead  Docks,  the  (Dourt  avoided  the  difficulty,  by 
continuing  the  management,  and  appointing  the  Re- 
ceiver merely  of  the  balance  after  payment  of  the  out- 
goings necessary  to  carry  on  the  concern.  Hence  the 
order  should  only  extend  to  the  surplus,  afler  paying 
all  prior  charges. 

The  Corporation  have  municipal  duties  to  perform 
out  of  the  rents ;  by  stopping  them  it  will  be  prevented 

performing 

(o)  20  Beat.  332.  (6)  1  X«y,  142. 


Db  Wintoh 

V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  641 

performing  important  public  duties,  for  the  non-perform-        1868. 

ance  of  which  the  Corporation  may  become  liable,  and 

it  will  become  necessary  to  enforce  a  borough  rate  on 

the  inhabitants  to  meet  the  deficit.  ^,     "^       . 

Mayor,  &c.  of 

BascoN. 
The  tolls  have  fallen  off,  and  this  alone  has  prevented 
the  payment  of  the  interest,  but  no  such  mismanage- 
ment has  been  proved  as  to  authorize  the  appointment 
of  a  Receiver,  and  the  Act  of  Parliament  gives  no  power 
to  appoint  one. 

Mr.  Sehoyn^  for  Parry y  the  judgment  creditor,  also 
opposed  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hardy  were  not  heard,  but 
they  referred  to  Fripp  v.  The  Chard  Railway  Co.  (a) ; 
Arnold  v.  The  Mayor  of  Gravesend  (b). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  Receiver.  I 
do  not  think  it  necessary  that  the  Act  of  Parliament 
should  give  this  Court  a  power  to  appoint  a  Receiver 
to  enable  the  Court  to  do  so;  where  an  Act  autho- 
rizes a  mortgage,  it  authorizes,  as  incident  to  it,  all 
necessary  remedies  to  compel  payment,  and  in  the  case 
of  tolls,  a  power  to  this  Court  to  appoint  a  Receiver. 

I  cannot  accede  to  the  argument  that  the  Corporation 

is  the  first  incumbrancer,  and    entitled  to  possession. 

The  Corporation  is  the  mortgagor;  and   I   regard  it  in 

the  same  situation  as  if  the  owners  of  an  estate  had 

mortgaged    it  subject  to  a  ground  rent  payable  to  a 

superior  landlord. 

There 

(a)  11  Hare,  241.  (b)  2  Kay  8f  J.  574. 

VOL.  XXVI.  N  N 


De  Winton 

V. 
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1858.  There  is  one  point  necessary  to  consider,  namely,  the 

terms  of  the  order.     The  debentures  are  subject  to  the 

priority  of  payment,  given  by  the  34th  section  to  the 

•,     '^^^       «  Corporation,  to  have  such  a  sum  of  money  paid  to  it  as, 
Mayor,  &c.  of         *^,  .  '      ,  ^    ,  ,  -^  '^  ^       ' 

Brecon.  together  with  the  rents  of  the  other  property  of  the 
Corporation,  shall  amount  to  210/.  a  year.  If  the  Act 
bad  specified  the  amount  as  210/.  the  course  would  be 
very  plain  ;  but  it  is  such  a  sum  as,  with  the  rents,  &c., 
of  its  other  property,  shall  amount  to  210/.  a  year. 
The  consequence  is,  that  this  may  involve  an  annual 
account,  and  the  only  way  I  can  get  over  the  difficulty 
IS,  by  giving  liberty  to  apply,  and  by  giving  liberty  to 
the  Receiver  out  of  the  first  tolls,  &c.,  to  pay  the  Corpo- 
ration such  a  sum  as,  together  with  the  rents  from  its 
other  property,  will  make  up  210/.  a  year. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer,    As  they  shall  state  by  affidavit. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

As  the  Act  authorizes  a  mortgage  of  the  tolls,  I  have 
no  doubt  that  this  Court  will  appoint  a  Receiver;  but 
1  do  not  think  I  can  give  to  the  Receiver  such  power 
of  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  Corporation  as 
would  make  them  liable  to  proceedings  by  the  Attorney- 
General  by  mandamus,  or  the  like.  I  am  not  aware 
whether  the  letting  by  the  Receiver  instead  of  the  Cor- 
poration would  have  that  eflTect ;  but,  if  it  would,  then 
the  letting  should  be  by  the  Corporation,  but  the  rents 
should  be  received  by  the  Receiver. 


1859. 

Jan. 25, 26, 27,      The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 
31. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hardy,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  643 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  C.  C.  Barbery  for  the  Corpo-        1859, 
ration.  v^^/-%*^ 

Db  Wimton 

Mr.  JEddis  for  the  executors  of  Pat/ne,  who  had  died  jhe 

in  the  interim.  Mayor,  &c  of 

Brecon. 

Lord  Crewe  v.  Edleston  (a) ;    Payne  v.  T/^^  Mayor 
of  Brecon  (6),  were  cited. 

jfiie  Master  o/*  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  hear  a  reply.  The  only 
question  is,  whether  Mrs.  Payne^s  mortgage  is  good 
as  against  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  debenture  cre- 
ditors :  and,  upon  the  construction  of  this  Act  of  Par- 
liament, I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not.  I  hold  that 
where  an  Act  of  Parliament  contains  two  sets  of  pro- 
visions, one  giving  specific  and  precise  directions  to  do 
particular  things,  and  the  other,  in  general  terms,  pro- 
hibiting certain  acts,  which  would,  in  the  general  sense 
of  the  words  used,  include  the  particular  acts  before 
authorized,  then  the  general  clause  does  not  control  the 
specific  enactments.  For  instance,  if  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment authorized  a  corporation  to  sell  a  particular  piece 
of  land,  and  by  a  subsequent  general  clause  in  the  act 
it  was  declared,  that  nothing  therein  contained  should 
authorize  the  corporation  to  sell  any  land,  the  general 
clause  would  not  control  the  particular  enactment, 
which  would  take  eflfect,  notwithstanding  the  prior  ex- 
ception was  not  clearly  and  distinctly  expressed  in  the 
general  clause.  I  so  held  in  another  cause  (c),  on 
the  authority  of  many  cases  cited  to  me.  If  the 
Court  finds  a  positive  inconsistency  and  repugnancy 
in  the  clauses  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  it  may  be  diffi- 
cult 

(a)  \  DeGtxlf  J.  93.  (c)  Fetly  v.   Solly y   15    Feb, 

(6)  3  Hurl,  i  N.  572.  1858. 

N  n2 


:t  -O   sesd  WXTL  ^BE  =BE  K  liL  VdC  IS  &r  SS  H  ClDy  it 

ii  ^^^"^   ::"aiitnf  in  x.     I  fiod,  in  this 

LT  ^  I'trianiiszL  bl  Busiirrr  u  bir  cKtun  luids  lor 

.T  -he:  Miz^  TiTif  x  suc*  iULCs  ire  bought  thin 

incTsr  iir  hl^^s  Tur^cssesw  tier  i^ie  act  requires  and 

Eiis  lie    rnnormua  i:  a&l  s^sch  sorplos  kods 

Lzi  sffiSL  ysEc^  i^  H^^ .     Tie  bzc  lext  anthorizes  the 

iTuzrauoa  -u  ZMimw.  ±r  ziai  jiirpsses  of  the  act,  any 

UL  Hiinp^    j£  ^  irccenr  gcswralhr,  or  for 

ivir-iiias  *  Ti  aeL  milt^t  uni  &poee  of**  any  of 

Xj  icinnaL  IS*  liiftt  &is  general  daose 

r-iaasgo^CT  «x2.  t^  2&di  claose.  vhich 

jinsf-BL  larsiroiar  Jioirs^  ic  ne  Crcpccation  to  besold  in 

x  vruiTJi^r  naioittfr.  uif  lais  ^cacfxl  daiiM  most  be 

rumsoruac  3i  sim.^  i:  ^3e  ^esc  cc  tfe  land  of  the  Corpo- 

TioiiB^    Tbe  £!fiss  zi  liiS  iCtaiiKrg  akxke  vonld  be  lo 

iwfT-utf  :qi:  ^  X  §ecdi:ii  cf  tie  Mi^akipal  Corporation 

Jlt:   2  ^  f  9~^  4.  £.  7^«  &s  afpaciUe  to  this G>rpo- 

roizim..  2iii:  I  iini  usu  r-^  t^  Srd  secdoo  of  the  1  Vict. 

r.  I3..  lae  Tnv-ssiccs   :.£  ierocn  ^  of  the   Mnnicipal 

Cnnurikiiza.  Arc  jnf  cs.:i;|:  Jeoers  on  alienation  by  muni- 

ciMx.  curTcrvsciz^  cc  i^esr  £!:»{,  are  repeated  for  the 

7iir:xi5«s  jc  UiS  Ccc;cn.:>:a.    And  it  is  directed  that 

rXBTK  sUlI  ia.«f  i».^  ^'■ner  to  alienate  for  the  purposes 

ii  -zXiSr  ^c  <i::^MC  «ii^  the  sanction  of  the  Lords  of 

Utf  r:?.&$ii.*T.  izT  berechaiaects  which  they  could  not 

ijifou.:^  V  iiii^a.:  snch  af  probation  before  the  passing 

cc  x^    Ui^^gtSi.  i^fc«&»Vy  they  were  at  liberty  to  part 

V  £^  su$  iuc  Mbce  the  passing  of  this  act,  I  must 

2ica£  u*i:  lij^  aroiiKd  coc  to  the  29th  section,  but  ap- 

f  ilaf^  ro  :1a:  which  is  included  in  the  32nd  section,  and 

tut:  :i}e  sidcixc  cf  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  must  pre- 

^i:«jCv  t«  vbctined,  in  order  to  ascertain  that  it  is  for 

li^  I<^:ui:»:e  pvrfKises  of  the  act  that  they  require  to  sell. 

Mr.  Eddis  argncd,  that  under  the  32nd  section  there 

is 
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is  power  to  mortage  any  lands  for  the  purposes  of  the        1859. 
act,  and  that  this  will  include  the  surplus  lands,  so      ^^v-^^ 
that  the  29th  clause  relating  to  the  sale  of  the  surplus  ^ 

lands  will  only  apply  to  so  much  as  shall  remain  after  '^® 
they  have  been  mortgaged  for  the  purposes  of  the  act.  £iibcom« 
But  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  29th  section  itself 
directs,  that  the  surplus  land  shall  be  sold^br  the  pur- 
poses  of  the  act.  The  effect  of  such  a  construction  as 
that  suggested,  would  be  to  overrule  the  29th  section, 
which  directs  the  Corporation,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
act,  to  sell  this  surplus  land  in  a  paiticular  way.  Can 
the  Corporation  under  the  32nd  section  mortgage  that 
land  to  a  stranger,  and  authorize  him  to  sell  it  in  any 
manner  be  pleases?  The  whole  provision  of  the  29th 
section  would  be  then  put  an  end  to.  Suppose  the  Cor- 
poration, for  some  purpose  or  other,  wanted  expressly 
to  get  rid  of  this  obligation,  and  wished  that  the  per- 
son from  whom  they  had  purchased  should  not  have 
the  option  of  repurchasing  the  surplus  land,  they  might, 
according  to  the  argument,  mortgage  it  to  a  stranger, 
with  a  power  of  sale,  to  anybody  he  pleased,  and  thus 
defeat  the  object  of  the  Act  of  Parliament.  It  is  im- 
possible that  such  can  be  the  construction  of  these  two 
clauses  taken  together. 

But  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  a  construction  which 
renders  the  whole  consistent,  viz. : — ^That  with  respect 
to  BO  much  of  the  land  bought  by  the  Corporation  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act  as  is  not  wanted  for  that  pur- 
pose, you  shall  sell  it  in  a  particular  manner,  and 
give  to  your  vendor  the  right  of  pre-emption ;  and  as 
to  your  other  lands,  you  may  mortgage,  alienate  or  sell 
them,  as  you  think  fit,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act;  pro- 
vided always,  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall  enable  you 
to  exercise  this  latter  power  except  with  the  sanction  of 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  who  are  to  be  guardians,  and 

are 
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1859.       are  to  ascertain  that  you  do  sell  lon&fide  for  the  pur- 
D^1^o»    poses  Of  the  act. 

V. 

Mayor  &c.  of      ^^  ^^'^  ^®  ^^^  construction  of  the  act,  the  difierent 
Brecon.      clauses  are  perfectly  clear  and  consistent. 

Again,  the  object  of  the  30th  section,  as  was  very 
fairly  and  properly  admitted,  was  to  place  all  deben- 
ture holders  on  an  equal  footing.  The  Plaintiff  ad- 
vanced money  upon  the  security  of  these  tolls,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act,  and  Mrs.  Payne  did  the  same,  but 
in  order  to  defeat  this  clause,  and  obtain  a  priority,  she 
contracts  with  the  Corporation  for^a  mortgage  upon 
their  other  property.  This  would  manifestly  give  her  a 
great  advantage  over  the  other  debenture  holders,  and, 
in  my  opinion,  she  did  not,  by  taking  this  additional 
security,  acquire  priority. 

I  think,  therefore,  on  both  these  grounds,  that  as 
against  the  Plaintiff,  there  is  not  a  valid  mortgage, 
which  will  give  her  any  priority  over  the  Plaintiff  in 
the  present  suit. 

I  express  no  opinion  as  to  what  rights  Mrs.  Payne 
may  have  against  the  Corporation,  as  between  them  a 
very  different  question  may  arise.  But  as  regards  the 
Plaintiff,  who  was  no  party  to  the  mortgage  transaction, 
I  find  nothing  to  fix  upon  him  any  personal  equity,  or 
to  enable  anyone  to  urge  as  against  him  that  he  having 
been  a  party  to  an  act  which  cannot  be  supported,  it 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  take  the  objection. 

As  against  the  Plaintiff,  therefore,  and  the  debenture 
holders,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Mrs.  Payne  has  obtained 
no  priority,  and  I  must  make  a  declaration  to  that 

effect. 
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effect.    That  leaves  untouched  the  question  of  the  lia-        1859. 
bility  of  the  Corporation  under  the  covenants  to  pay,      ^*^/^^ 

and  any  personal  equity  against  the  Corporation.  v. 

The 
Mayor,  &c,  of 
The  29th  clause  contains  an  imperative  direction  that       Brecon. 

the  Corporation  shall  sell  the  surplus  land  within  seven 

years  after  the  passing  of  the  act.    They  have  not  done 

80,  and  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  any  person  interested 

in  the  performance  of  this  act  may  not  now  enforce 

that  sale.     If  it  is  insisted  upon,  I  am  of  opinion  that 

the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  it  sold,  though  I  doubt 

whether  it  would,  at  the  present  time,  be  for  his  benefit. 

But  with  such  an  express  and  positive  declaration  that 

the  sale  shall  be  made,  I  am  somewhat  apprehensive, 

whether  I  am  entitled,  even  with  the  consent  of  the 

parties,  to  refrain  from  enforcing  this  compulsory  clause. 

As  to  this  I  should  be  glad  to  be  assisted  by  a  reference 

to  any  case  in  which  a  similar  matter  has  been  dealt 

with.    The  disposition  of  the  Court  undoubtedly  would 

be  to  do  that  which  would  be  most  beneficial  to  all 

parties  concerned. 

I  must  continue  the  Receiver  of  the  tolls,  rents  and 
stallages  of  the  market,  but  of  nothing  else.  At  the 
close  of  every  year  the  Corporation  will  give  a  detailed 
accounts  of  their  receipts  for  the  purposes  of  this  act, 
and  under  the  act. 


CAS£S  Dk  CUJkNCERT. 


^  THE  MAYOR,  Jtc  OF  BRECON  r.  SEYMOUR. 


3^  mt     -■-     j-»r»  cc  ks  ecffporate  esUte  and  tolls  fi>r  securing 


T7  ^i:^,  i^33iyikk G>rporatioii 

^^^  ^  **  cofpocaic  esutc 

m  iBir:zwc      ^  ^^^  ^  ._^     Aittrwank  iSepieatber  9lh,  1835),  the 

Ccrponckw   Act  (5  Jk   6    irUl.  4,  c  76) 

d.  bv  i£ie  £4<h  Kctioo  of  nbkh  muDicipal  corpo- 

v%re  fjroiodoi  to  '^'scli,  mortgage  or  alienate 

teseaecis  or  ketcdiumeats  of  the  said  body 

eorponse,*  except  witb  the  approbatioa  of  the  Lords  of 

T 


Sidseq^^fiiZT*  lo  this,  on  the  9th  of  May,  1838,  the 
wc  ct  iL«  1  k  2  lie/,  c.  xii,  passed,  which  authorized 
Ufe  CccpcciDOQ  of  Brecom  to  make  new  markets.  The 
pr^cf  ptfc]  proT-.sktts  of  this  act  are  slated  ante  (a),  bat 
tbf  ecect  of  them  is  as  follows : — It  gave  the  Corpora^ 
tioc  ccspalsorr  powers  to  take  tbe  requisite  lands;  bat 
:  n?-;-::^  it,  within  seven  years,  to  sell  the  surplas 
■i«f!x:  iJBL  ms  LLken  a=\i  Dot  reqcined.  It  authorized  the  Corporation 
>.«  ic-icJcK  t^-  bccrcw  itccey  on  debentures  for  the  purposes  of  the 
t«  'ii»  >a^    4^  cLarda^  the  toliS,  rents  and  stallae:e,  and  to  sell  or 

■  ■  ■  J  * 

w  itftinr  «  c^cr:^^£e-     But  the  >5rd  section  provided  as  follows : — 


rMr:«ii':  •.  j-f.^;  Dc^hlci:  in  the  said  act  contained  should  extend, 

aV,r»fc:  cvx-       or  be  coastrjed  to  extend,  to  enable  the  mayor,  alder- 


l<inrvc  cc*-  ^^^  j,  ^j  bur^resses  of  the  said  borough  of  Brecon  to 

<^^uuK<  tike,     arrnrpriite,    use,    sell,    demise,    mortgage    or 

!»^?^-.i*  alienate  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act,  without  the 

Mu-:v-;r^  ai;> probation  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  her  Ma- 
xVs^^^Niis^r^  j^^'>^  Tr^asiiry,  or  any  three  of  them,  any  messuages, 

A  mortspfc^.  Unis,  tenements  or  hereditaments  which  they  could  not 

ii^ni  c/:S*  na?e 

IV^wtirr,  (j)  Lk  iru^w  t.  Tke  Corpomttom  of  Brtcomf  amie,p.  535. 
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have  taken^  appropriated^  used^  sold,  demised,  mort-        1859. 
gaged  or  alienated  without  such  approbation  before  the      ^^*v-^/ 
passing  of  the  said  act,  anything  in  the  said  act  to  the  Mayor,  &c  of 
contrary  notwithstanding."  Wcom 


SSTMOUB. 


The  Corporation  raised  lai^e  sums,  and  erected  the 
market. 

By  indenture  of  the  4th  of  March^  1840,  the  mort- 
gage of  750/.  was  transferred  to  Paynes  and  on  the 
same  day  the  Corporation,  but  without  the  consent  of 
the  Ix>rds  of  the  Treasury,  conveyed  the  property 
acquired  under  the  Market  Act  to  Payne,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  to  secure  1,500/.  and  interest.  This  deed 
contained  a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  the  Corporation, 
to  pay  the  mortgage  money. 

The  money  not  having  been  paid,  Payne^  in  1857, 
brought  an  action  against  the  Corporation  to  recover 
the  two  sums  of  750Z.  and  1,500/.  and  interest.  The 
Corporation  paid  the  750/.  and  interest  into  Court,  and 
as  to  the  1,500/.,  pleaded  the  invah'dity  of  the  mortgage 
deed  of  the  4th  of  Marchy  1840,  it  not  having  been 
made  with  the  approbation  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury. 
The  Plaintiff,  Payne,  took  the  796/.  15«.  out  of  Court, 
and  as  to  the  1,500/.,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held, 
that  although  the  mortgage  might  be  ultra  vires,  the 
covenant  to  pay  was  valid  (a). 

The  Corporation  instituted  this  suit  against  the  exe- 
cutors of  Payne  to  obtain  a  re-conveyance  of  the  mort- 
gaged property,  and  delivery  of  the  title  deeds.  The 
Defendants  insisted  that  they  had  a  right  to  tack  their 
judgment  debt  to  the  first  mortgage  security. 

Mr. 
(a)  Pcyfjie  v.  The  Mayor  of  Brecon,  3  Hurl,  Sf  N.  572. 
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1859.  Mr.  FolleU  and  Mr.   C.  Barber  for  the  Plaintiff. 

^'^^^^^^  The  Defendants  have  no  right  to  tack;  for,  at  the 
Ifaror  frc.  cC  ^°^  ^^  judgment  was  obtained,  the  only  valid  mort- 
B^icow  gage  was  satisfied.  Secondly,  on  the  principle  laid 
down  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  De  Winton  v.  The 
Corporation,  of  Brecon,  the  mortgage  for  1,500(.  is 
invalid,  both  against  the  debenture  creditors  and  the 
Corporation.  Thirdly,  the  judgment  cannot  afTect  the 
lands  of  the  Corporation ;  for,  otherwise,  an  equitable 
mortgage  might  be  created  by  a  municipal  corporation 
without  the  assent  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  not- 
withstanding the  prohibitory  clause  in  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  94).  This  was 
decided  in  the  cases  of  Arnold  v.  Ridge  (a),  Ex  parte 
the  Corporation  of  Hythe  (6). 


The  Act  of  Parliament  would,  by  such  means,  be- 
come inoperative,  and  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
defeated.  If  the  judgment  does  not  affect  the  land,  it 
cannot,  under  any  circumstances,  be  tacked.  Muni- 
cipal corporations  now  hold  their  corporate  property 
merely  in  trust;  and  they,  therefore,  cannot,  on  the 
common  principle,  mortgage  the  trust  property. 

Mr.  O.  Sforgan  for  Parry* 

Mr.  /?.  Palmer  and  Mr.  JEddis  for  the  executors  of 
Payne.  First,  the  invalidity  of  the  1,500/.  mortgage 
was  not  decided  in  Be  Winton  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Brecon*  That  case  only  determined  that  it  was  in- 
operative,  as  between  the  mortgagee  and  the  debenture 
creditors ;  but  the  Court  expressly  reserved  the  question 

of 

v«)  13  Cm.  &  JL  745.  (b)  4  r.  4^  C.  55. 
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of  personal  equity  and  liability  as  against  the  Corpora-        1869. 

tion  who  cannot  now  set  up  the  invalidity  of  its  own  act.      ^^^n/-^*/ 

The 
Mayor,  &c.  of 

Secondly,  the  concurrence  of  the  Lords  of  the  Trea-  v. 

Bury  was  not  necessary  to  render  this  mortgage  valid.  S*»mour. 
Under  the  83rd  section  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  xii,  there  is  a 
distinction  between  the  lands  belonging  to  the  Cor- 
poration prior  to  that  act,  and  lands  afterwards  ac- 
quired. The  first  could  only  be  alienated,  under  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  with  the  assent  of  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury ;  but  the  second  were  unaffected 
by  the  83rd  section  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  xii.  The  words 
"  take,  appropriate,  use,"  which  precede  the  words 
"  sell,  demise,  mortgage  or  alienate,"  conclusively  shew 
that  such  must  be  the  proper  construction  of  the  clause; 
for  otherwise  the  Corporation  could  neither  take  lands, 
nor  use  them  in  any  way,  without  first  obtaining  the 
consent  of  the  treasury,  though  the  act  empowers  them 
to  take  the  lands  in  the  schedule  without  any  such  con- 
sent, and  to  use  them  as  a  site  for  the  market.  The 
mortgage  for  1,600/.  is,  therefore,  valid  as  against  the 
Plaintiffs. 

Thirdly.  But  there  is  clearly  a  valid  debt,  under  the 
covenant,  as  against  the  Corporation  to  whom  the 
money  was  advanced ;  Holdsworih  v.  The  Corporation 
of  Dartmouth  {a) ;  Pallister  v.  The  Corporation  of 
Oravesend  (i).  On  the  debt  a  judgment  has  been 
obtained,  to  which  is  attached  the  ordinary  remedies  for 
enforcing  it ;  and  where  there  is  no  fraud  or  collusion, 
it  must,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  constitute  an 
equitable  charge  on  the  lands  of  the  Defendant; 
Arnold  v.  The  Corporation  ofGravesend  (c),  from  which 

case 

(a)  U  Ad.Sr  E.  490.  (c)  2  Kay  ^  J.  574. 

ib)  9  Com.  B.  Rep,  774. 
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k  h  riiieat  tkat  the  Vice-Cbancellor  Wood  did  Dot 
the  dcoBOD  io  Arnold  t.  Midge  (a).  A  corpo- 
iL  cccs-ict  debts,  and  must  therefore  be  liable  to 
7  fcocess  of  the  Court  to  compel  payment 
T^  jadrsesii  is  neither  a  sale  nor  a  mortgage  by  the 
Ccfrcnix^Q,  aix]  the  act  says,  that  municipal  corpora- 
rises  ire  xkct  to  **  sell,  mortgage,"  kc. ;  the  House  of 
Lccci  has  deckled,  in  Croft  t.  Lumley  (b),  that  a  warrant 
Of  anonxT  oo  which  judgments  were  afterwards  entered 
n  did  ml  come  within  a  covenant  not  to  **  charge  or 
bcT  kc,  **  fay  mortgaging  the  same,  or  granting 
rvct-charses  or  other  encumbrances  whatever." 


T^ere  is  a  great  distinction  between  a  voluntary 
j:2Cpae£it  and  one  im  imrilum ;  Doe  d.  Mitchinson  v. 
GtrtdT  r^ ;  the  latter  -cannot  be  considered  a  mortgage 
cr  ui  aliecadon  by  a  corporation,  so  as  to  require  the 
afssent  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.  As  the  Defendants 
kaiY  the  leg^  estate,  and  an  equitable  charge  on  the 
liDd,  they  cannot  be  compelled  to  part  with  their 
security  until  full  payment.  They  also  cited  Alexander 
T.  Br^me  rf>. 

Mr.  Fcilittj  in  reply,  cited  Hawkins  v.  Gather  cole  {e). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  it  follows,  from  my  decision  in  De  Winion  ?. 
The  Crrporaiion  of  Brecon^  that  the  Plamtiff  is  entitled 
to  a  decree.  The  bill  is  tiled  for  the  reconveyance  of 
land,  and  the  delivery  up  of  title  deeds,  upon  payment 

of 

(*^  IS  Cow.  B.  Rfp,  745.  (</)  7  Dc  G.,  Jl/.  *  G.  525. 

V*)  t>  H.  L.  Oi*.  672.  (0  «  Dc  G.,  M.  ^  G.  1. 

^c)  S  Ttrm  Rep.  57. 
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of  a  mortgage.     The  Defendants  insist  that  they  have       1859, 
a  right  to  detain  these  deeds  by  reason  of  their  having         ,j- 
another  incumbrance  upon  the  land  of  the  mortgagors.  Mayor,  frc.  of 
The  state  of  the  case  is  shortly  this  :— The  first  mort-  "^^^ 

gage,  for  760/.,  was  made  in  1835,  and  was  not  affected      S«tmou«. 
by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  which  passed  in  the 
same  year.     By  this  mortgage,  a  sum  of  750/.,  advanced 
by  Mr.  Vaiighan,  was  secured  upon  the  corporate  pro- 
perty.    In  1840,  this  mortgage  was  transferred  to  Mrs. 
Payne.     With  respect  to  the  validity  of  that  mortgage, 
no  question  arises.     On  the  same  day,  in  1840,  a  second 
and  separate  and  distinct  mortgage,  for  1,500/.,  was 
made  to  Mrs.  Payne.     I  do  not  go  into  any  question 
respecting  the  rights  of  the  debenture  or  bond  holders 
under  the  Market  Act;  but  in  De  Winton  v.  The  Mayor 
of  Brecon^  I  held  that  this  second  mortgage  was  invalid, 
that,  by  the  94th  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  a  corporation  was  prohibited  from  raising  money 
upon  their  property,  and  that  the  83rd  section  of  the 
Market  Act  confirmed  and  established  that  prohibition 
with  respect  to  this  property.     In  October,  1867,  Mrs. 
Payne  brought  an  action  against  the  Corporation,  the 
declaration  contained  three  counts.     The  first  was  on 
the  covenant  contained  in  the  market-house  mortgage 

• 

for  1,600/.,  the  second  count  was  indebitatus  assumpsit, 

and  the  third  count  was  for  money  due  on  account 

stated.    That  was  met  in  this  way  : — To  the  first  count 

two  pleas  were  pleaded,  one  non  est  factum,  and  the 

other  that  the  deed  was  invalid.     With  respect  to  the 

second  and  third  counts,  a  plea  was  put  in,  by  which 

the  amount  that  was  claimed  to  be  due  upon  the  first 

•  

mortgage  was  paid  into  Court.     That  was  taken  out  by 

Mrs.  Payne,  in  satisfaction  of  the  causes  of  action  in 

respect  of  that  third  plea,  that  is,  in  respect  of  the  whole 

declaration  except  what  was  claimed  upon  the  covenant 

contained  in  the  deed  of  mortgage  of  the  market-house. 

In 


654  CASES  IN  CHANXERT. 

1859.        In  that  state  oF  things  the  matter  came  on  before  the 

^^^^^'^^      Court  of  Common  Law,  which  held  that  the  covenant 
The 
Mayor,  &c.  of  ^^^  perfectly  good,  although  the  mortgage  of  the  pro- 

BftEcoM       perty  was  invalid. 


ScTMoini. 


The  question  therefore  which  now  arises  is,  whether, 
as  all  that  was  due  on  the  first  mortgage  has  been  paid, 
the  mortagee  has  any  right  to  resist  the  usual  equity 
of  a  mortgagor,  in  such  a  case,  to  have  a  reconvey- 
ance of  the  land  and  the  delivery  up  of  the  title 
deeds.  This  is  resisted  by  the  Defendants,  upon  the 
ground  that  there  is  a  right  to  tack,  but  it  is  clear  that 
no  such  right  can  exist  No  doubt  a  judgment  may  be 
tacked  to  a  mortgage,  but  here  the  mortgage  was  paid 
off  and  had  ceased  to  exist  before  the  judgment  had 
been  recovered,  and,  therefore,  there  was  never  any 
mortgage  to  which  any  existing  judgment  could  be 
tacked.  As  soon  as  the  money  due  on  the  mortgage 
was  taken  out  of  Court,  or  if  there  had  been  a  tender  of 
the  total  amount  due  on  the  mortgage,  it  would  have 
been  the  same  thing,  the  right  of  the  mortgagor  arose 
to  have  both  the  land  reconveyed  and  the  title  deeds 
delivered  up.  If  the  mortgage  for  760Z.  was  valid,  but 
by  the  effect  of  the  statute  the  mortgage  for  1,500^  was 
invalid,  except  as  it  operated  as  a  deed  of  covenant,  then, 
when  the  first  mortgage  had  been  paid  off,  it  became 
impossible,  as  between  individuals,  for  the  mortgagee 
to  resist  the  right  of  the  mortgagor  to  have  a  re-convey- 
ance of  his  land  and  the  delivery  up  of  the  title  deeds, 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  a  covenant  by  him 
to  the  mortgagee,  relating  to  a  separate  and  collateral 
matter,  upon  which  the  mortgagee  was  bringing  or 
had  brought  an  action,  and  which  might  ripen  into 
a  judgment,  which  might  operate  as  a  lien  upon  the 
land. 

The 
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The  principal  argument,  founded  upon  the  construe-        1869. 
tion  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  is,  in  my  opinion,  covered      ^-^^v*^ 
by  what  I  formerly  decided  in  the  case  of  De  Winton  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of 
The  Mayor  of  Brecon  (a),  but  the  more  I  look  at  it,  the       Brbcon 
more  I  am  confirmed  in  that  view  of  the  case.     In  fact,      Seymour. 
the  29th  and  the  32nd  clauses  of  the  Market  House 
Act  must  be  read  together  and   made  consistent.     I 
think  it  impossible  to  put  upon  the  83rd  section  the 
construction,  that  the  words  prohibiting  alienation  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  are  to 
be  limited  to  the  property  it  then  possessed,  and  not 
affect  subsequently-acquired  property.      The   way   in 
which  I  read  it  is  this: — The  Municipal  Corporation  Act, 
then   already   passed,    forbids   corporations   alienating 
their  property  without  the  approbation  of  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury  ;  then  comes  the  83rd  section,  which  says, 
'^  that  nothing  contained  in  this  act  shall  authorize  them 
to  do  what  they  could  not  have  done  without  it,"  conse- 
quently, except  where  there  are  specific  and  precise  provi- 
sions and  enactments  authorizing  particular  things  to  be 
done,  it  leaves  them  exactly  as  they  were  before,  and 
the  prohibition  against  alienation  extends,  therefore,  not 
merely  to  the  existing  lands  of  corporations,  but  to 
any  land  which  they  may  acquire  thereafter. 

As  against  an  individual,  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that 
a  judgment  would  ripen  into  a  lien  and  charge  upon  his 
land,  but  a  question  arises  whether  that  can  be  the 
effect  of  a  judgment  against  a  corporation.  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  go  into  that  question,  or  decide 
what  will  be  the  effect  of  the  judgment  recovered  against 
the  Corporation,  and  whether  a  distinction  can  be  made 
between  a  judgment  in  inviium  and  a  judgment  \%hich 
is  confessed  or  not  resisted.  Certainly,  if  a  corpora- 
tion 

(a)  ^nte,  p.  535. 
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trarr  ms  bcrr?w«rf  ancorr,  wad  bis  no  defence  to  aa 
ze  Juiia  is  reei^iq  :^  asovnt,  it  is  difficult  to 
bi«v-  zaer  =E£  be  ia  m  better  situation  by  resisting 
^K  aranL  r&i  rmtilsg  die  crevfitors  to  tbe  oseless  ex- 
psass:   :c  recLiTiag  t^  i-srdict  of  a  jnnr,  tbmn  they 
^p^mijc  bs  r  ^Kx  bud  oade  D3  defcnce,  and  allowed  tbe 
^^xurmsxc  id  rr  by  ^ifcriiL    But  if  a  jodgment  against 
ft  sirzKFi^ztL  c&£t  :i«r  estate  in  the  same  wav  as  it 
abes  dha  cf  ^Kjiidsaky  it  s  dear  that  in  that  way  oor- 
Tcimcixs  eaa  al^enKe  tbor  property  to  any  extent  tbey 
nay  ifacxk  prmer.  isaseavch  as  if  tbe  judgment  can  be 
tSLdapssd  m^Lzsz  tbe  lands  of  a  corporation,  tbey  may 
ke  caaiijqd  ia  ti^i  iorm  instead  of  by  a  mortgage  deed. 
I  thsk  k,  ja^aaesssarr  ^^  go  into  diat  qaestion,  because 
I  SK  sff  jprr»ijc  t^ax  I  mwst  sow  treat  the  marketr-bonse 
mcetriESe  as  xiochiDs:  acHxe  than  a  deed  of  coTcnant; 
and.  the  cbIt  s>ort^ge  tint  did  exist  having  been  paid 
of.  tihe  sKTiEagtr's  right  to  bare  the  title  deeds  and 
the  reccov^eyance  hzimefiately  arocCy  notwithstanding 
thf  jadgraeLt  under  tbe  deed  of  cofenant.      In  giTing 
jwtwect  ia  De  Winfem  t.  Tie  Mayor  of  Breeom^  I 
aoade  as  ciserrai^on  with  respect  to  a  personal  equity, 
be:  a  persooa!  eqcity  cannot  arise  against  a  corporation. 
Tr«  rDes:b«s  of  tbe  Corporation  may   haTe  induced 
j>tr&cc5  :o  jerid  iLorrey  lo  the  Corporation,  and  by  rea- 
son of  htTisc  »  indaced  tbem,  and  by  baTing  made 
piv«itses  to  the  pei^ons  wbo  adranced  the  money,  they 
may  biecooe  personally  liable  to  the  lenders,  but  to  a 
eorpomion  the  words  *•'  personal  equity"  do  not  apply, 
and  it  is  imposscble  that  tbe  Corporation  itself  can  be 
depriv^  of  a  defence  which,  but  for  the  personal  mis- 
conduct of  some  of  its  members,  would  bare  been  admis- 
sible.     I   am   of  opinion,   therefore,  that  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  a  reconTevance  of  tbe  lands  and 
the  dei.Tery  up  of  tbe  title  deeds,  with  costs. 
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1859. 


GEORGE  V.  WHITMORE. 

Jan.  31. 

TN  this  case,  the  answers  had  been  put  in,  but  nothing  The  Court  will 
^     more  had  been  done.  ^::^^t^:t 

a  case  to  be 

It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  it  hfry^ underThe 
might  be  ordered  that  the  following  questions  of  fact,  21  fit  22  Vict. 
arising  in  this  suit  [stating  them]  might  be  tiied  before  one  party' 
his  Honor  by  a  common  jury.  opposes  it. 

Mr.  W.  Morris^  in  support  of  the  motion,  argued  that 
this  was  a  proper  case  for  the  application  of  the  powers 
contained  in  the  recent  Act  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  27,  s.  2),  in- 
asmuch as  there  were  questions  of  fact  to  be  tried,  as  to 
which  there  must  necessarily,  under  the  circumstances, 
be  a  conflict  of  testimony.  That  it  would  be  incurring  a 
Tery  useless  expense  to  enter  into  evidence  as  to  the 
facts,  in  the  usual  way,  if  they  must  afterwards  be  tried 
by  a  jury  and  on  a  re-examination  of  the  same  witnesses 
in  Court. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  Defendant,  being  asked  by  the 
Court  whether  he  assented,  said  that  he  was  instructed 
to  oppose  the  motion. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  view  is  this : — If  counsel  on  both  sides  say  they 
have  looked  into  the  case,  and  that  they  consider  that 
the  Court  would  have  very  considerable  difficulty  in 
deciding  the  case  without  having  a  jury,  I  would,  in 
the  present  state  of  the  business  of  the  Court,  order 
one.  I  have  on  former  occasions  directed  an  issue 
without    hearing    the    cause,    relying   on    the    state- 

voL.  XXVI.  o  o  ments 
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"ce-rrs  :r  r-znzsttL  I:  «:is  for  that  reason  that  I  asked 
M'.  ZAf  Oix  vbriber  he  assented  to  the  course  pro- 
p*:t$ec.  ttsL  !fae  f&sc^med  Be  thai  he  opposed  it. 


I  canr^x,  when  the  application  is  opposed  by  one 
side,  offif<r  a  jarr  uskui  I  hate  heard  enough  of  the 
c^se  :o  sfciisfy  sue  ihat  there  is  difficulty  in  determiniDg 
the  •q;iiesciQcs  in  the  caase  without  the  assistance  of  a 
jarr. 

I  eoasader  that  the  object  of  the  bte  act  was  this  :— 
The  Ccart,  ia«cead  oi  directing  an  issue,  is  to  have 
power  to  hare  the  qcesdoo  tried  by  a  jury  before  the 
Court  itself,  in  all  cises  whefe  formerly  it  would  have 
directed  an  ksue.  A  question  may  now  be  tried  in  this 
Court  by  a  jury,  in  the  same  cases  in  which  an  issoe 
was  fbrmertv  directed. 

When  the  application  has  been  opposed,  I  have  never 
known  an  issue  granted,  on  the  motion  of  the  Plaintiff, 
before  the  hearing.  I  must,  however,  press  very 
earnestly  on  the  profession,  in  those  cases  in  which  it  is 
reasonbly  clear  that  a  jury  is  the  proper  tribunal  to  de- 
termine the  question  between  the  parties,  how  desirable 
it  is  that  they  should  agree  to  apply  to  the  Court  to  try 
it  by  a  jury  at  once,  and  thus  avoid  the  expense  of  going 
through  the  eridence  twice,  once  by  affidarit  and  after- 
wards orally.  I  will  in  such  cases  give  the  parties  all 
the  facilities  in  my  power.  The  question  is  new,  and 
it  is  desirable  that  my  view  should  be  nuule  known. 
I  can  make  no  order,  but  the  costs  of  this  motion  may 
be  costs  in  the  cause. 


NoTE.^Sre  Peters  r.  RnU,  28  L.  J.,  CUn.  246;   Brmikw  v.  B^ 
wimgtom,  4  Drew.  611 ;   Bamter  t.  Brwdskmw^  4  Jmr.  (N.  &)  lOll. 
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O 


SMITH  V.  ACTON.    (No.  2.) 

Jan.  31. 

N  the  1st  of  June^  1868,  the  Defendants*  demurrer  An  order 
was  overruled,  and  on  the  14th  of  the  same  month,  thelfteglstrar'g 

the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  gave  the  Defendants*  solicitor  office,  in  the 

Absence  of  ft 

notice  that  he  would  attend  the  Registrar  at  one  o'clock  Defendant, 
on  the  16th,  to  pass  the  order  overruline:  the  demurrer,  wijl  not  be  set 

^  ^  ^  aside  where  no 

The  Defendants'  solicitor  attended  at  the  proper  Regis-  error  is  shewn. 
trar's,  and  waited  half  an  hour,  but  the  Plaintiff's  soli- 
citor did  not  appear.     Afterwards,  on  the  16th  of  June^ 
the  Registrar  drew  up  the  order,  without  any  further 
notice  to  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Swanston,  jun.,  for  the  Defendants,  now  moved, 
'Uhat  the  order,  and  also  the  taxation  of  costs  had 
thereunder,  and  the  certificate  (if  any)  of  the  Taxing 
Master,  might  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  for  that  the 
Plaintiff  or  his  solicitor  did  not  give  to  the  Defendants 
or  their  solicitor  due  and  proper  notice,  either  of  the 
settling  of  the  minutes  or  draft  of  the  order,  or  of  the 
passing  of  the  order,  and  that  the  minutes  or  draft  of 
the  order  were  or  was  settled,  and  the  order  passed, 
without  the  knowledge  and  in  the  absence  of  the 
Defendants  and  their  solicitor." 

He  contended  that  the  proceeding  was  irregular,  and 
that  a  second  notice  ought  to  have  been  given.  He 
referred  to  Aychburn  (a). 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  Sidney  Smith  were  not 
heard,  but  they  referred  to  Hart  v.  Tulk  (6). 

The 

(a)  Pflgff  181—183.  (6)  6  Uarr,  616. 

oo2 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  quite  impossible  that  I  can  grant  this  motion. 
The  time  of  the  Court  would  be  constantly  taken  up 
with  futile  questions  on  every  trifling  breach  of  regu- 
larity, and  though  no  injury  had  been  occasioned  to 
any  one,  they  would  be  made  the  subject  of  motion. 


It  is  not  alleged  that  the  order  as  drawn  up  is  not 
right,  or  that  if  a  second  notice  had  been  given  and  the 
Defendants  had  attended  the  Registrar  the  same  order 
would  not  have  been  drawn  up,  and  no  error  in  the 
order,  either  of  form  or  substance,  is  suggested. 

The  only  order  I  can  make  is,  that  the  Defendants 
pay  the  costs  of  the  motion. 


Feb,  23. 

A  Defendant 
who  has  taken 
the  benefit  of 
the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act 
may  move  to 
dismiss  for 
want  of  prose- 
cution. 


LEVI  V.  HERITAGE. 

rXlHE   Defendant  filed    his   answer  on   the  24th  of 
March,  1858,  and  he  afterwards  look  the  benefit  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  (1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  76). 
No  proceedings  had  since  been  taken  on  either  side. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant, 
to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution. 


The  affidavit  of  the  Defendant's  solicitor  stated,  that 
he  had  inspected  the  schedules  in  the  insolvency,  and 
that  it  was  not  admitted  or  slated,  in  either  of  such  sche- 
dules, that  the  Plaintiff  was  or  claimed  to  be  a  creditor 
of  the  Defendant  for  or  in  respect  of  any  of  the  subject- 
matters 
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matters  sought  to  be  recovered  by  the  Plaintiff's  bill  in        1859. 
this  cause. 

Mr.  Haddan,  in  support  of  the  motion,  relied  on 
Monteith  v.  Taylor  {a)y  and  Blackmare  v.  Smith  (b), 
where  a  motion  to  dismiss  had  been  made  by  an  uncer- 
tificated bankrupt,  and  on  Robson  v.  The  Earl  of 
Devon  (c). 

Mr.  Joyce  for  the  Plaintiff.  An  insolvent  debtor 
cannot  move,  for  all  his  rights  are  vested  in  his 
assignee  {d).  At  all  events,  the  bill  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
missed with  costs,  for  the  difficulty  in  prosecuting  the 
suit  has  arisen  from  the  Defendant's  own  act;  Knox  v. 
Brown  {e) ;  Blanshard  v.  Drew  (/). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  bound  by  the  decisions  referred  to,  which  I 
cannot  get  over.  They  are  clear,  that  when  the  Plaintiff 
does  not  proceed  in  the  suit,  the  Defendant,  whether  an 
insolvent  or  not,  may  move  to  dismiss  for  want  of  pro- 
secution. 

I  must  make  the  usual  order. 

(a)  9  Vet.  615.  {hth  ed.) ;   Meiklam  v.  Elmore,  6 

(6)  1    Mac.   4-   G.  80,  and  I  Jur.  {N,  S.)  90 i, 
Hull  if  Twetls,  155.  (d)  I  ^  2  Vict.  c.  110.  «.  75. 

(c)  3  Sm.  Sf  Giff.   227.     See         (0  2  hro.  C.  C.  186. 
Rhode  ▼.    Spear,   4  Madd.  51;         (/)  10    Sim$.    240;    and    tee 

Manson  v.  Burton,   1    F.  4*  C  Findlay  v.  Lawrence,  2  De  G.  tf 

(C.    C.)  626;   Smilh't  Pr.   208  6m.  303. 


662  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1869. 


STURGIS  V.  MORSE.    (No.  2.) 

Oneo^Beveral  P^^  ^^^  decree  made  in  this  cause  on  the  18th  of 
Defendants  ap-  ^-^  November^  1857  (a),  it  was  declared  that  the 
stantially,  from  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Sturgis,  as  the  assignee  in  insolvency  of 
the  whole  de-    Coninqham.   was  entitled  to  the  insolvent's  share  and 

cree,  and  the      .  . 

appeal  was        interest   in   certain   hereditaments,   in   priority   to   the 

^cM^^^Udt  ^^^^^^^^^^  Pidc/eon,  Judkins,  Smifh,  and  the  De- 
on  taxation,  fendants  Morse  and  Pennell  (as  assignees  under  the 
fees  on  the  bankruptcy  of  Coningham,  the  insolvent),  and  it  was 
PlaintiflTs         ordered,  that  the  Defendant  Morse  should  pay  to  the 

bnefg  which       t^,   .     -rr  i  •  i»    i  •  r  i  i     j 

Lad  been  rlaintiti  his  costs  of  this  suit,  so  far  as  the  same  bad 

allowed  on  the  \^qq^  occasioned  by  his  contesting  the  Plaintiffs'  claim 
orignial  hear-  ^  •'  ,  .      ° 

ing  ought  to  to  such  priority  as  against  himself  and  Pennell;  and 
the^ppeal. °"  'twas  declared  that  the  Defendants  Ling  and  Lucas 
1/e/rf, also,  that  were  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested  in 
the  interval  ^^^  estate  of  Coningham  the  insolvent  (according  to  the 
between  the      respective  interests)  of  the  security  of  the  30th  day  of 

two  hearings        r  -i    i  •  •   i 

ought  not  to      June,  1813;  and  certain  consequential  accounts  were 

n?/*^  ordered  to  be  taken,   and  the   bill  was  dismissed  as 

amount.  ' 

The  evidence  against  Tebhutt  without  costs. 

taken  by  any 

parties  to  a 

cause  may  be        The  Defendant  Morse  alone  appealed  from  the  decree 

used  by  any 

of  the  other       ^^d  asked  that  the  decree,  except  as  to  so  much  thereof 

•  

parues.  ^^  directed  the  PlaintiflTs  bill  should  stand  dismissed 

against  Tebhutt  without  costs,  might  be  reversed,  and 
that  the  PlaintiflTs'  bill  might  be  dismissed  as  against 
himself,  Morse,  with  costs. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  on  the  24lh  day  of 

June, 

(a)  See2i  Brat?.  541. 
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June^  1858,  all  the  other  Defeudants  except  Ttblutt^iwA        1859. 
Ling  appeared,  and   the  Lords   Justices  affirmed   the 
decree  with  costs  (a). 

In  taxing  the  PlaintifTs  costs  of  the  appeal,  the 
Taxing  Master  disallowed  a  portion  of  the  fees  paid  to 
the  Plaintiff's  counsel  on  the  appeal,  viz. :  44/.  out  of  a 
fee  of  100/.  to  the  leading  counsel,  and  23/.  6^.  out  of  a 
fee  of  77/.  to  junior  counsel.  The  same  sums  of  100/. 
and  77/.  were  the  fees  allowed  by  the  Master  to  thera 
CD  the  original  hearing  of  the  cause. 

The  Taxing  Master  afterwards  reconsidered  his  taxa- 
tion, and  disallowed  the  objections  carried  in  thereto; 
be  stated  the  grounds  and  reasons  for  his  decision 
in  the  following  terms : — 

*'  Firstly.  Because  the  fees  to  counsel  on  the  original 
bearing  w^re  given  in  respect  of  the  whole  case,  as  it 
then  stood,  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  whole  of  the 
Defendants,  and  as  the  appeal  was  the  appeal  of  one 
Defendant  only,  whose  interest  was  separate  and  distinct 
from  all  the  rest,  and  the  other  Defendants  could  not  be 
beard,'  except  to  support  the  decree,  I  arrived  at  the 
conclusion,  after  having  carefully  looked  through  the 
briefs,  that  the  answers  of  all  the  other  Defendants 
(except  that  of  the  Defendant  Ling^  which  was  read  by 
order  as  an  affidavit),  and  the  evidence  and  exhibits  used 
on  the  part  of  those  Defendants,  were  not  necessary  for 
the  Plaintiff's  counsel  on  the  hearing  of  the  Defendant 
Morse's  appeal ;  and  such  answers  and  evidence,  amount- 
ing to  upwards  of  two  hundred  sheets,  I  feel  that  the 
objection  taken  to  the  amount  of  the  fees  given  was  a 
valid  one,  and  I  accordingly  reduced  those  fees  in  pro- 
portion 

(a)  3  De  Gex  4r  Jone^t  1 . 


564  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1859.       portion  to  what  I  considered  might  and  ought  to  haTe 
been  the  briefs  given  to  counsel  on  the  appeal. 

"  Secondly.  I  consider  the  understanding,  that  there 
has  existed  a  rule,  that  counsel  are  entitled  to  the  same 
fees  on  the  argument  of  an  appeal  as  were  given  on  the 
original  hearing,  can  only  have  been  applicable  to  a 
period  when  a  year  and  upwards  elapsed  between  the 
two  hearings,  and  could  then  only  apply  to  cases  where 
the  same  briefs  were  necessarily  given.  Whereas,  in  the 
present  instance,  the  appeal  was  heard  in  the  term 
immediately  following  that  in  which  the  decree  was 
pronounced  (a),  a  circumstance  in  itself,  in  my  judgment, 
a  ground  for  giving  less  fees  than  those  given  on  the 
original  hearing,  as  counsel  would  not  have  the  labor  of 
making  themselves  masters  of  the  case  as  in  the  first 
instance." 

The  Plaintiff  presented  a  petition,  praying  that  it 
might  be  referred  back  to  the  Taxing  Master  to  review 
his  taxation^  in  respect  of  the  items  so  disallowed,  and 
to  vary  his  certificate  accordingly. 

Mr.  It.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Osborne,  in  support  of  the 
petition,  argued,  that  although  the  appeal  was  by  Morse 
alone,  and  though  a  small  portion  of  the  decree  was  ex- 
cepted, still,  substantially,  it  was  an  appeal  from  the 
whole  decree,  and  that  the  whole  case  was  as  much 
open  as  at  the  original  hearing.  That  it  was  therefore 
necessary  to  instruct  counsel  on  the  whole  case  and 
furnish  them  with  the  same  briefs,  and  that  therefore, 
the  fees  which  were  allowed  as  proper  on  the  original 
hearing  were  not  excessive  on  the  appeal. 

Mr. 

(a)  This  teas  an  error  as  appears  from  the  dales. 
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Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Martindale^  contrcL.    The  appeal        1859. 

in    this   case    was    not   from   the   whole  decree,    and       l!*^'^^^ 

Sturgib 

the  Defendants,  except  the  Appellant,  could  only  be  r. 

heard  in  support  of  the  decree.  The  Taxing  Master  /No*") 
was  necessarily  bound  to  dissect  the  briefs,  and  deter- 
mine what  part  of  the  proceedings  ought  properly 
to  have  been  supplied  to  counsel,  and  he  has  correctly 
determined  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  furnish  counsel 
with  the  answers  of  the  Defendants  who  did  not  appeal, 
for  they  could  not  be  used.  The  Master  has  dealt  with 
great  liberality,  and,  under  the  circumstances,  the  fees 
given  on  the  appeal  were  excessive,  and  the  excess 
ought  to  be  borne  by  the  Plaintiff.  Again,  this  is, 
strictly,  a  question  of  guantum  and  not  of  principle,  and 
it  is  the  settled  law,  that  this  Court  will  not  review 
the  decision  of  a  Taxing  Master  on  a  mere  question  of 
the  quantum,  involving  no  general  principle. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Master  has,  through  misapprehension, 
come  to  a  wrong  conclusion.  The  Master  seems  to  have 
thought  that  the  fees  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs*  counsel  on 
the  original  hearing  were  proper  and  has  allowed  them. 
The  principal  Defendant  appealed  from  the  whole 
decree,  I  call  it  the  whole  decree,  because,  except  a 
small  portion,  it  was  so,  and  the  whole  matter  was  really 
before  the  Court  of  Appeal.  The  Master  has  disallowed 
a  portion  of  the  fees  paid  with  the  briefs  on  the  appeal, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  "  the  appeal  of  one  Defendant 
only,  whose  interest  was  separate  snd  distinct  from  all 
the  rest,  and  that  the  answers  of  the  other  Defendants 
were  not  necessary  for  the  Plaintiffs'  counsel  on  the 
appeal."  But  I  apprehend  that  evidence  given  for  any 
Defendant  is  evidence  for  the  whole  cause,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  may   make  use  of  it   both    in    argument   or 

comment. 
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Stubgib 

V. 

Morse. 
(No.  2.) 


comment.  I  have  known  it  done  repeatedly,  and  I 
think  that  any  evidence  in  the  cauBe  may  be  made  use 
of  by  the  Plaintiffs  against  the  Defendants,  and  by  the 
Defendants  against  the  Plaintiffs.  That  being  so,  I  do 
not  see  how  the  Master  could  come  to  a  right  conclu- 
sion in  determining  that  any  part  of  the  evidence  was 
unnecessary  without  hearing  the  cause  itself. 

Where  there  is  an  appeal  from  a  small  portion  of  a 
decree,  as  in  respect  of  parties  or  as  to  a  trifling  matter, 
I  can  understand  that  the  fees  to  counsel  may  be  much 
less  than  on  the  original  hearing,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
that  this  would  be  a  matter  of  quantum  quite  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Taxing  Master.  But  as  he  states  the  rale 
to  be  this,  viz.,  to  allow  the  same  fee  on  an  appeal 
from  whole  decree  as  on  the  original  hearing,  I  do 
not  see  how  he  could  decide  that  a  portion  of  the 
brief  which  was  necessary  on  the  first  hearing  was  un- 
necessary on  the  appeal,  without  hearing  the  cause;  nor 
do  I  see  how  the  sohcitor  could  take  upon  himself  to 
decide  that  any  part  of  the  original  brief  might  prudently 
be  omitted  from  the  brief  on  the  appeal. 

The  Master,  as  a  second  reason,  attributes  something 
to  the  rapidity  with  which  the  appeal  was  brought  to  a 
hearing,  and  thinks  that  therefore  there  would  be  less 
labour  to  counsel  to  master  the  case.  I  dissent  from 
that  view  of  the  case  also,  and  as  I  disagree  with  the 
Master,  I  must  either  allow  the  fee  to  counsel,  or  direct 
a  review  of  the  taxation. 
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JRe  THE  STAFFORD  CHARITIES. 

Nov.  13. 
rpHERE  were  twenty  charities  in  Stafford,which  were  One  reference 
the  subject  of  this  proceeding  under  Sir  Samuel  made  to  settle 
RomilWi  Act  (a),  to  settle  a  scheme.  a  scheme  ai  to 

^  ^  ^^  twenty  cha- 

rities, the  costs 

The  question  was  how  the  costs  were  to  be  provided  ^^^^  paid  out 
fori  and  there  being  an  existing  available  fund  of  460/.  available  fund 
arisingfrom  capital  and  income  of  three  of  the  charities,  three^them' 

but  it  was 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  the  costs  to  be  they  should 
paid  out  of  the  460/. ;  but  he  directed  them  to  be  ulti-  ^®  ultimately 

^  .  .  borne,  rate- 

mately  borne  by  the  twenty  charities  rateably.  ably,  by  the 

twenty 
charities. 

Mr.  Kenyan  for  the  trustees  of  the  charities. 
Mr.  Wichens  for  the  Attorney-General. 

{a)  52  Geo.  3,  f.  101. 
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jp^-l2g,  DAKING  V.  WHIMPER. 

Whenavolun-  fTlHE  parents  of  the  Defendant  Whimper  had  estates 
ment'of  lands  for  life  in  some  freehold,  copyhold  and  leaseholds 

is  avoided  by  called  the  "  Bentley  Lodge  Estate'  with  power  to  ap- 
salefor  point  it  to  any  of  their  children.     In   1813,  they  ap- 

valuable  con-  pointed  this  estate  to  their  son,  the  Defendant  Whimper, 
volunteers  retaining,  however,  a  power  of  revocation.  On  the  20th 
t|I?n8°tf  *^  of  September,  1836,  they  revoked  the  deed  of  1813, 
purchase-  and  appointed  the  estate  to  the  Defendant  in  fee,  sub- 
to  the  settlor.    J6ct  to  a  rent-charge  of  100/.  a  year,  payable  to  their 

Bill  by  pur-  daughter  Jane  Susan,  with   a  similar  power  of  revo- 
chaser  against  . 

the  vendor,  cation, 
who  had  pre- 
viously exe- 
cuted a  volun-       By  a  voluntary  deed,  dated  the  19th  of  November, 

onhepropTrty,  ^836,  made  between  the  Defendant  Whimper  of  the 
and  against       one  part,  and  two  trustees  (^Steward  and  May)  of  the 

the  trustees 

and  ceiiui  que  Other  part.  Whimper  conveyed  the  freeholds  and  lease- 
fj""*'*""^®^  .   holds  to  the  trustees,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with 

the  settlement,  /  ^  '   ^ 

to  have  the        remainder  to  his  children,  with  remainder  to  his  sister 

declared"void  J^^^  Susun  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  childi-en, 
and  delivered    and  the  deed  contained  a  covenant  to  surrender  the 

up,  and  for  a  i     i  i  r   i 

specific  per-      copy  hold  part  of  the  property. 

formance.  sus- 
tained, the 

onlv  objection  Jane  Susan  married  Mr.  Lemon,  and  in  July,  1838, 
being  the^  her  parents  revoked  the  rent-charge  provided  for  her 
voluntary  set-    by   the  deed  of  September,    1836,  by  appointing  the 

estate  to  the  Defendant  in  fee  discharged  of  it. 

\x\June,  1858,  the  Plaintiff  contracted  to  purchase 
the  property  for  11,000/.,  and  notice  having  been  given 
to  him  of  the  settlement  of  November,  1836,  and  this 
apparently  being  the  only  objection    to  the  title,  the 

Plaintiff 


Dakinq 
v. 
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Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  against  Whimper^  (who  had  no  1859. 
child,)  Steward  and  May^  the  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
and  Lemon,  and  Susan  Jane  his  wife,  and  their  children, 
praying  that  the  settlement  might  be  declared  null  and  Whimper. 
void  against  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  it  might  be  delivered 
up  accordingly,  and  that  Whimper  might  be  decreed  spe- 
cifically to  perform  the  contract,  or,  in  the  alternative, 
for  the  repayment  of  the  deposit,  and  that  it  might  be 
raised  out  of  Whimper's  interest  in  the  estate. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lemon  resisted  this  relief  on  the  fol- 
lowing grounds : — First,  that  the  deed  was  not  volun- 
tary, the  annuity  of  100/.  to  Mrs.  Lemon  having,  as 
they  alleged,  been  revoked  in  consideration  of  the  set- 
tlement. Secondly,  that  the  sale  to  the  Plaintiff  was 
colorable  and  not  bona  fide,  and  a  mere  device  and  con- 
trivance on  the  part  of  Whimper  to  defeat  the  settle- 
ment. Thirdly,  they  submitted  "  that  at  all  events,  if 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  alleged  sale  car- 
ried into  effect  and  specifically  performed  as  against 
them,  then  that  the  purchase-money  should  be  substi- 
tuted for  the  property,  and  treated  and  considered  as 
subject  to  trusts  similar  or  analogous  to  the  limitations 
of  the  property  contained  in  the  settlement ;  that,  if 
necessary.  Whimper  should  be  declared  trustee  thereof 
accordingly,  and  that  the  purchase-money  should  be 
properly  secured  and  made  productive,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  this  Court,  to  be  enjoyed  in  accordance  with 
the  limitations  contained  in  the  settlement  of  and  con- 
cerning the  property  thereby  settled." 

Mr.  JB.  Palmer  and  Mr.  E,  Rodwell  argued  that  the 
settlement  was  voluntary,  and  void  as  against  the  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration.  That  such  a  title 
would  be  forced  on  a  purchaser,  and  that  the  frame  of 
the  bill  was  consistent  with  the  authorities  ;   Willats  v. 

Busby 
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1859.        Busby  {a) ;  Nellhorpe  v.  Holgatetfi) ;  Collett  r.  IIav€r{c); 
^'^"^^^^      notwithstanding  Tasker  v.  Small (d), 

Dakino 

V, 

Whimper.  Mr.  Southgate  for  the  vendor  Whimper.  A  title  de- 
pending on  the  invalidity  of  a  voluntary  conveyance 
against  a  subsequent  purchaser  for  valuable  considera- 
tion even  with  notice  will  be  forced  on  a  purchaser; 
Butterfield  v.  Heath  (e).  The  volunteers  have  no  equity 
as  against  the  purchase*money ;  that  seems  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  Lord  Thurlow^  as  is  stated  by  Lord 
Eldon  (/)  in  Pulvertoft  v.  Pulvertoft  (g).  The  purchase- 
money  is  therefore  payable  to  the  vendor  Whimper. 

Mr.  Fooks  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lemon.  The  settlement 
was  not  voluntary,  for  the  appointment  and  settlement 
were  part  of  the  same  transaction.  The  PiaintifF  is  not 
in  a  position  to  maintain  such  a  suit  as  this,  for  the 
parties  to  a  contract  should  alone  be  parties  to  a  suit 
for  its  performance;  Tasker  v.  Small (Jh)]  and  on  this 
record,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  litigate  the  ques- 
tions now  raised.  The  settlor  cannot  insist  on  the  in- 
validity of  his  own  deed,  and  as  against  him,  there- 
fore, the  purchase-money  is  affected  with  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  settlement  is  of  no  effect, 
and  that  it  is  entirely  defeated  by  the  sale  for  valuable 
consideration,  even  though  the  purchaser  had  notice  of 
the  settlement.     As  to  the  copyholds,  they  rest  on  a 

covenant 

(fl)  5  Bean.  193.  Templar,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  147. 

(b)  1  CoUifer,  203.  (g)  18    Fei.   91,   reported  at 

(r)  Ibid,  227.  Metcalfe  v.  Pulvertnfi,  I  Vet.  4- 

(</)  3  My  I.  4r  Craig,  63.  Beav.   180,   and  2  'Ve$.  4-   Bea. 

(e)  15  2^ar.  408.  200. 

(/)  Referring    to  Evelyn  v.          (h)  3  Myl,  ^  Cr.  63. 


Dakino 

V. 
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covenant  to   surrender,   and   undoubtedly   this   Court        1869. 

would  not  enforce  it.     The  whole  thing  is  destroyed  as 

soon  as  the  property  is  sold  ;   and  1  am  prepared  to 

make  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  and  for  a  con-     Whimper. 

veyance  of  the  property  to  the  purchaser. 

As  to  the  costs  of  suit,  I  cannot  make  the  cestuisque 
trust  of  the  deed  of  1836  pay  any  costs.  They  are 
standing  on  their  rights  which  the  vendor  Whimper 
gave  them,  and  they  are  brought  here  to  get  rid  of  the 
consequences  of  his  own  act,  but  I  do  not  think  I  can 
give  tbem  costs. 

With  respect  to  the  trustees,  they  are  on  a  different 
footing;  they  are  parties  to  the  deed,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  they  could  safely  have  done  anything  more 
than  they  did.  I  think  Whimper  must  pay  the  costs 
of  the  trustees,  which  have  been  occasioned  by  his  own 
voluntary  act. 

I  must  make  a  decree  for  specific  performance ;  the 
Plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  two  trustees,  and 
have  them  over  as  against  the  vendor,  and  the  vendor 
must  pay  the  Plaintiff's  costs  of  suit.  There  must  be  a 
conveyance  by  the  trustees,  and  their  costs  must  be 
taxed  as  between  party  and  party. 
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1859. 


Marek  10,  22. 

A  testator 
devised  free- 
bolda  to  two 
and  their  hein 
as  tenants  in 
common,  and 
in  case  either 
should  die 
without 
leaving  lawful 
issue  surviring 
her,  then  he 
devised  her 
part  "  unto 
the  survivor." 
Held,  that 
•*  survivor  " 
was  to  be  read 
in  its  ordinary 
sense,  and  not 
in  the  sense  of 
"other." 

A  partition 
decreed  with- 
out a  com- 
mission, in  a 
case  in  which 
infants  were 
interested, 
upon  satisfac- 
tory evidence 
of  the  value. 


GREENWOOD  v.  PERCY. 

JVJLLIAM  Vickery,  by  his  will,  dated  the  30th  of 
January y  1852,  devised  in  the  words  following: — ''I 
devise  all  my  freehold  messuages,  lands,  hereditaments 
and  real  estate,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  anto  my 
two  daughters  Mary^  the  wife  of  Percival  Percy^  and 
Elizabeth  Vickery,  to  hold  to  them  my  said  daughters, 
their  respective  heirs  and  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common 
and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  in  case  either  of  my  said 
daughters  shall  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue  surviv- 
ing her,  then  1  devise  the  part  or  share  of  her  so  dying 
of  and  in  the  said  messuages,  lands,  hereditaments  and 
real  estate  unto  the  survivor  of  them,  her  heirs  and 


»> 


assigns  for  ever. 


The  testator  died  in  1852,  leaving  his  two  daughters 
surviving  him.  Afler  his  death  his  daughter  Elizabetk 
married  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Greenwood,  Mary  Percy 
died  in  1855,  leaving  her  husband  and  three  infant 
daughters  (who  were  her  co-heirs)  her  surviving. 

The  suit  was  instituted  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Greenwood 
against  Mr.  Percy  and  his  three  infant  daughters, 
praying  a  partition  of  the  devised  estate  in  two  equal 
parts. 


Mr.  Jessel,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  under  the 
will,  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Greenwood,  had  become  abso- 
lutely entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  estate ;  that  the  clause 
of  survivorship  had  determined,  for  the  word  "survivor" 
must  be  read  in  its  ordinary  sense,  and  not  as  importing 

«  other." 
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"other."  He  pointed  out  the  inconsistency  which  1869. 
would  follow  by  holding  the  contrary,  for  if  one 
daughter  died  without  issue,  and  her  share  went  over 
to  the  other,  then,  on  the  subsequent  death  of  the  se- 
cond without  issue,  the  whole  estate  must,  according  to 
the  contention,  go  over  to  the  heir  of  the  "  other"  who 
had  predeceased  her. 

Mr.  Bagsliaweyjun.j  for  the  Defendants,  argued  that 
the  word  "survivor**  ought  to  be  read  "  other,"  and  that 
if  Mrs.  Greenwood  died  without  issue  her  share  would 
go  over  to  the  Defendants,  and  that  in  such  case  a 
partition  could  not  at  present  be  effected. 

The  case  of  Smith  v.  Osborne  {a)  was  cited,  and  see 
Jarman  on  Wills  (i).  • 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  the  word  survivor  ought  to  be 
read  according  to  its  strict  interpretation,  and  in  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  that  word. 

Apart  from  the  decisions,  the  observation  of  Mr.  Jessel 
is  unanswerable.  Suppose  they  both  die  without  issue, 
when  one  dies  her  share  goes  to  the  other,  and  when  the 
other  dies  without  issue  her  share  goes  over  to  the 
former,  who  was  dead  at  the  time. 

I  have  always  considered  the  case  of  Aiton  v. 
Sroohs{c),  and  it  has  always  been  treated,  as  not  quite 
consistent  with  the  previous  authorities  ;  and  there 
were  peculiar  circumstances  in  it  which  prevent  its 
governing  an  ordinary  case. 

The  tendency  of  modern   decisions    is   to   construe 

words 

(fl)  6  H.  L.  Cas,  392.  (6)  Chap,  xlvii.  (c)  7  Simons,  204, 

VOL.  XXVI.  P  P 
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1859.        words  accordiog  to  tbeir  natoral  significatioDy  and  not 
J*'^^'  to  torn  tbem  to  somethine  eke,  on  the  ground  that  it 

«.  most  hare  been  intended  and  that  it  is  more  beneficial 

^*  to  the  legatees.  The  cases  of  Crowder  t.  Siome  {a)  and 
Ldtewnmg  t.  Skerrati  ( b)  decide  this  case.  The  word  **  sur- 
TiTor^  must  be  treated  in  its  ordinary  sense,  and  the 
Plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled  to  a  partition. 


Pi 


It  was  next  asked  that  the  Court  would  make  a  par- 
tition without  a  commission,  upon  evidence  and  a  valu- 
ation of  the  property,  which  shewed  the  property  could 
be  conveniently  divided  into  two  moieties.  The  value 
of  a  house  and  four  cottages  proposed  to  be  taken 
by  the  Plaintiffs  was  valued  at  604/.,  another  house 
and  six  cottages  proposed  to  be  allotted  to  the  De- 
fendant being  valued  at  6d5L  The  only  difficulty 
suggested  was  the  infancy  of  the  co-heirs. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  he  could  direct  a 
partition  without  a  commission,  though  the  Defendants 
were  infants,  for  he  considered  that  he  could  bind  tbeir 
interests  in  the  same  way  as  in  other  cases.  He  said 
he  would  look  into  the  evidence. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

3imxh  22.  I  have  looked  into  the  evidence  and  the  valuation, 

and  am  satisfied.     I  will  therefore  make  an  immediate 
decree  for  partition. 

(a)  3  Rums,  217.  (6)  2  Hare,  14. 


Note.— Sftf  Bowra  v.   Wrighi,  4  De  Cex/^Sm.  265;  Stanlty  r. 
WrigUtf.ZSmaleSfG.  18. 
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1859. 


ALLOWAY  V.  BRAINE.  March^,9. 

10,  19. 

rpHIS  bill  was  filed,  in  June^  1867,  by  four  gentle-  In  Junf,  1846, 
-*•      men  of  the  name  of  Alloway,  against  Cornelius  geil  his  share 

Braine  and   Thomas  Braine  alone,  praying —  ^"  *  *"\";  *® 

*  ^    J     ^  B.,  and  four 

months  after* 

1.  A  declaration,  that  the  Defendants  took  one-fourth  T  j  j  n 
of  a  mine  under  a  conveyance  of  the  24th  of  November,  it  to  C.,  who 
1846,  as  trustees  for  four  persons,  through  whom  the  {iJJ  pSJ^chase- 

Plaintiffs  claimed  it,  and  that  they  were  trustees  for  the  mon^y*    In 

Tki   ••rr  11  t         I        111*         I*  ^^®  month  foU 

Flamtitis,  or,  at  all  events,  that  they. held  it,  subject  to  lowing,  A.^ 

the  performance  of  an  agreement  of  the  8th  of  June.  ^^^^S  g»v«o 
'  °  '  notice  to 

1846,  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  specifically  per-  B.  that  he  re- 
formed.  i"„f„^.*; 

conveyed  to 

2.  That  the   Defendants   might    convey   it    to    the  weretakeffby 

Plaintifis.  B-  for  ten  and 

a-half  years, 
when  a  suit 

3.  But  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  "^^^fc"!^ 
Defendants  had  any  beneficial  interest  in  the  mine,  the  alone,  to  have 

rights  of  all  parties  might  be  declared.  thar6\'^was'a 

trustee,  and 

The  facts  were  very  complicated,  but,  for  the  purposes  ance. 
of  the  decision,  they  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  judg-  ^'^^.  tli*t  the 

ment  of  the  Court.  barred  by 

lapse  of  time 
and  laches. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  De'  Gex  and  Mr.  Eddis  for  the  He/rfalso,  that 

_.,  .     .^  the  result 

Plamtiffs.  would  have 

been  the  same 
Mr.  if  the  subject 
had  been 
ordinary  instead  of  mining  property. 
A  specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed  after  a  delay  of  ten  years,  when  nothing 
has  been  done  in  the  meantime. 

P  P  2 
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1859.  Mr.  Seluyn  and  Mr.  Jolliffe  for  the  Defendants. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited:  —  Norway  v. 
Rfnct{a)\  Sharp  v.  Milligan  {b)  ;  Southcomb  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Exeter  (c) ;  Heaphy  v.  Hill  (rf)  ;  Macbryde 
V.  Weeks  {e)  ;  Walker  v.  Jeffreys  (f)  ;  Chesierman  v. 
Mann  (g)  ;  Prendergast  v.  Tiarton  (A). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  order  to  explain  the  view  I  take  of  this  case,  it  is 
necessary  that  I  should  shortly  state  the  dates  and 
the  principal  facts  which  have  occurred  in  this  matter. 

The  question  arises  as  to  a  gale  in  the  Wtgpool  mine, 
in  the  forest  of  Dean,  which  was  granted  by  the  deputy 
gavellers  to  EUisha  MaUhews^  one  of  the  free  miners, 
who  alone  are  the  persons  entitled  to  apply  for  gales 
under  the  Acts  of  Parliament  (t)  regulating  the  customs 
of  the  Forest  of  Dean,  He  applied  for  a  gale  (numbered 
124)  on  the  9th  of  Xottmber,  1838,  and  on  the  following 
day,  three  free  miners,  named  Roberts^  Dubberly  and 
James  Matthews,  also  severally  applied  for  gales  for 
themselves. 

At  that  time,  Mr.  Bennett,  whose  name  is  much 
mixed  up  with  the  proceedings  and  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  but  who  is  not  a  party  to  it,  was  in  partnership 
with  the  Defendants  (Cornelius  Braine  and  Thoma$ 
Braine\  who,  on  the  26th^of  January,  1839,  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  various  free  miners,  and  among 

others, 

(«)  19  IV*.  HI.  (J)  1  Hart,  341. 

ih)  22  fWr.  606,  612.  ig)  9  Hare,  206. 

(c)  6  H^rt,  213.  (A)  1  YoungeSfC.  (C  C.)98; 

(«/)  2  v"^.  ^  5f .  29.  ami  $et  Dart.  580  {2nd  ed,) 

{€)  22  Btmt.  533.  (i)  1  4  2  Vki.  c.  42. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  677 

others  wilh  Elisha  Matthews,  for  the  purchase  of  gales.        1859. 


Nothing  appears  to  have  been  done  in  this  matter  for 
several  years,  and  in  April,  1845,  Bennett  and  the 
Sraines  d'xssoUed  partnership,  and  at  the  same  time  com- 
promised certain  matters  in  difference  between  them; 
and  they  agreed  that  ^^ali  gales  and  applications  for 
gales,  &c.,  should  belong  to  the  two  Braines"  I  do  not 
think  much  turns  upon  that  agreement. 

In  the  following  year,  on  the  8th  of  May,  lBi6,  Roberts 
and  Dubberly  (two  of  the  free  miners)  entered  into  a 
sort  of  partnership  with  Hawkins  and  Trotter ;  and  on 
the  8th  of  June,  1846,  Elisha  Matthews  entered  into 
an  express  agreement  with  Hawkins,  Trotter,  Roberts 
and  Dubberley  to  sell  his  gale  to  them  for  10/.,  of  which 
7/.  lOs.  was  then  paid. 

On  the  following  day,  the  same  four  persons  also 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  James  Matthews  for 
the  purchase  of  his  gale;  and  on  the  17th  of  June, 
notice  was  given  to  the  deputy  gavellers  of  these  two 
agreements. 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1840,  a  memorial  was  presented 
to  the  Woods  and  Forests  by  Messrs.  Braine  against 
granting  the  gales  to  Roberts  and  Dubberley,  and  on  the 
]9th  of  June,  a  counter  memorial  was  presented  by  other 
persons  under  whom  the  Plaintiffs  now  claim.  Nothing 
turns  upon  that  further  than  this: — That  it  appeared  by 
those  memorials  that  there  were  considerable  matters 
of  contest  between  these  parties.  The  Woods  and  Fo- 
rests referred  the  whole  matter  to  the  deputy  gavellers, 
for  them  to  settle  the  dispute  as  they  thought  fit. 


On 
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1^59.  On  itese  memorials,  several   meetings  took   place 

before  tlie  depot v  gaTellers.  The  first  was  on  the  6tb 
of  Jafyr  IS46y  wbicb  was  attended  by  many  persons, 
mad  tbe  matters  in  contest  were  entered  into  and  dis- 
cussed and  explained,  and  okimately  arrangements 
were  made  as>  to  tbe  mode  of  dividing  tbe  mine.  J2o- 
itrtSy  IhtbitrUy^  James  Matthews,  and  Elisha  Mat^ 
ihttesy  were  to  bare  tbe  part  called  tbe  Wigpool  iron 
Bine  between  them. 

Afterwards^  on  the  30th  of  October,  tbe  Braines 
agreed  to  parcbase  from  Elisha  Matth  ews  tbe  gale 
which  was  to  be  granted  to  him,  but  which  be  had 
previoQsIj,  on  the  8tb  of  Jmme,  1846,  agreed  to  sell 
to  the  fear  other  persons.  The  purchase-money  was 
IdiOLy,  of  which  50L  was  paid  to  him  at  that  time,  and  a 
a  belt  for  lOOiL  was  to  be  giren  for  the  remainder,  in 
case  he  sboald  obtain  the  gale. 

On  looking  through  the  evidence,  I  cannot  find  that 
the  BnriMtSy  at  the  time  they  entered  into  that  agree- 
ment^ knew  of  the  agreement  which  bad  been  entered 
into  by  Elisha  Matthews  with  Hawkins,  Trotter, 
Roberts  and  Ihibberley,  They  deny  that  they  had 
notice,  and  express  notice  is  certainly  not  proved.  It 
was  argued  that  notice  having  been  given  to  the  deputy 
gavellers,  and  the  whole  matter  having  been  discussed 
at  great  length  at  the  meeting,  it  is  scarcely  possible 
to  conceive  that  they  did  not  know  of  the  transaction ; 
however*  the  evidence  altogether  fails  in  proving  any 
notice,  and  they  expressly  deny  it. 

On  tbe  3rd  of  Aoreai&er,  there  was  another  meeting 
of  the  deputy  gavel lers,  at  which  nothing  conclu- 
sive was  done ;  and  on  the  18th  of  November,  express 
notice  was  given  to   the  Braines  by   Trotter,  Haw^ 

kins, 
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kins,  Roberts  and  Dubberley,  of  the  agreement  of  the 
8th  of  June,  1846,  under  which  the  Plaintiffs  now 
claim. 
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Then  came  the  important  meeting  of  the  24th  of 
November,  at  which  the  deputy  gavellers  granted  the 
Wiffpool  mine  to  these  four  persons,  Roberts,  Dub* 
berley,  James  Matthews  and  Elisha  Matthews.  Their 
applications  were  all  united  together,  and  the  deputy 
gavellers  treated  them  so.  Whether  they  considered 
them  as  associated  or  united  together,  except  under  the 
assumption  of  the  validity  of  the  agreement  of  the  8th 
of  June,  1846,  it  may  be  difficult  to  say. 

On  the  same  day  (24th  of  November)  Elisha  Matthews, 
by  his  solicitor,  gave  notice  in  writing  to  Haw'^ 
hins.  Trotter,  Roberts  and  Dubherley,  that  he  should 
treat  the  agreement  of  the  8th  of  June,  1846,  as  void. 
He  offered  to  return  them  the  11,  \0s,',  he  denied  that 
they  had  any  interest  whatever  under  that  agreement, 
or  that  there  was  any  validity  in  it,  and  he  refused  to 
execute  a  conveyance  of  his  fourth  share  of  the  gale. 
On  the  same  day  (24th  of  November)  Elisha  Matthews 
executed  a  conveyance  of  his  one-fourth  of  the  mine 
to  the  Braines,  and,  at  the  same  time,  he  received 
the  bill  for  100/.,  which  was  paid  at  maturity,  six 
months  afterwards. 


There  were  many  other  transactions,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  detail,  under  which  three-fourths  of  the 
mine  ultimately  became  transferred  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
together  with  the  right,  under  the  agreement  of  the  8th 
of  June,  1846,  to  Elisha  Matthew's  one-fourth. 

It 
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1869.  It  is  remarkable,  that  these  persons,  wbo,  from  the 

24th  of  Nocembtr,  IS46,  had  full  notice  that  Eliska 
Matihewt  had  coDTeyed  the  legal  estate  in  one- 
BsAJsc  fourth  of  the  minCy  should  nerer  hare  taken  any  step 
whatever  to  contest  its  Talidity  down  to  the  month  of 
June^  1867.  No  rent  had  been  paid, — no  works  had 
been  commenced, — no  possession,  in  the  proper  sense, 
had  been  taken ;  in  fact,  nothing  had  been  done  but  a 
conveyance  from  the  three  miners  to  the  Plaintifis. 

The  matter  so  remained  until  the  2Ist  of  Juae,  1867, 
when  a  conveyance  was  made,  by  which  it  was  endea- 
voured to  cure  the  defect  of  Elisha  Matthews  not  having 
been  made  a  party  ;  by  this  deed  Hawkins,  Trotter, 
Roberts  and  Dubberley  conveyed  all  the  interest  they 
had  in  the  mine  to  the  Plaintiflfs,  who  on  the  15th  of 
June,  1867,  filed  this  bill. 

As  soon  as  it  was  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
suit,  possession  was  taken  by  the  Plaintifis, — they  paid 
the  rent  as  soon  as  it  became  due, — and  though  they 
have  not  sunk  a  pit  on  the  ground,  they  have  sunk 
one  on  the  adjacent  land  and  attempted  to  work  into 
it  under  ground :  all  the  possession  that  has  been  taken 
by  any  one  was  taken  by  them.  But  this  is  not  enough: 
the  persons  under  whom  the  Plaintifis  claim,  having 
had  distinct  notice  of  the  conveyance  of  this  property 
on  the  24th  of  November,  1840,  take  no  steps  on  the 
subject  for  ten  years  and  a  half,  that  is  not  until  the 
16th  of  JuiiCi  1867,  and  that  lapse  of  time  I  think  is  fatal 
to  the  case  of  the  Plaintifis. 

The  only  argument  by  which  this  objection  was  at- 
tempted to  be  met  was,  that  time  would  be  material  if 

there 
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there  had  been  any  change  and  the  parlies  could  not  be        1869. 
restored  to  the  same  situation^  but  that  where  there  has 
been  no  change,  time  is  not  at  all  material;  but  can  this 
possibly  be  held  to  be  so  in  this  case  ?  which,  stripped       Brainb. 
of  all  unimportant  circumstances,  is  simply  this  :  on  the 
8th  of  June,  1846,  the  owner  of  an  estate  or  of  a  gale, 
(it  does  not  matter  which,)  agrees  to  sell  it  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs, and  on  the  30th  of  October,  1846,  he  agrees  to  sell 
it  to  the  Defendants.     I  am  indifferent  whether  any 
notice  was  given  of  it  or  not,  there  certainly  is  nothing 
like  fraud  imputed.     On  the  24th  of  November,  1846, 
the  vendor  says  to   the  Plaintiffs  **  I  repudiate  your 
agreement  altogether,  and  I  insist  that  you  have  no 
right  or  interest  under  it,  you  have  nothing  to  do  with 
my  gale,  and  I  shall  convey  it  to  the  Defendants ;"  and 
he  accordingly  conveys  the  estate  to  the  Defendants* 
No   possession    is    taken    under  the   agreement    for 
several  years,  when  it  is  taken  by  persons    who  had 
entered  under  the  first  agreement.     But  can  it  be  said 
that  these  persons  can  be  replaced  in  the  same  situation  ? 
There  is  first  a  conveyance  of  the  legal    estate  valid 
upon  the  face  of  it,  and  in  order  to  succeed,  the  Plaintiffs 
must  first  make  out  their  right  to  have  that  conveyance 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.     They  must,  in  the  second 
place,  obtain  a  decree  for  specific  performance  against 
Elisha  Matthews ;  but  he  is  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  and 
if  he  were,  he  might  say,  "  the  first  agreement  is  utterly 
void,  and  if  you  had  insisted  on  it  at  the  time  I  gave 
you  notice  that  I  should  treat  it  as  void,  I  could  have 
proved  it  to  be  so,  and  that  you  could  claim  no  benefit 
whatever  under  it."    Besides  this,  he  might  say,  "  I  have 
treated  it  as  a  void  agreement  by  entering  into  another 
agreement  with  the  Defendants  and  by  conveying  the 
gale  to  them." 

Ten  years  after  the  repudiation  of  the  contract  by 

Elisha 
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1859.       Elisha  Matthews  the  Plaintiffs  claim  to  be  entitled  to 

have  his  conveyance  treated  as  nothing,  without  asking 

that  it  may  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  or  praying, 

as  against  Elisha  Matthews^  the  specific  performance  of 

the  agreement,  or  even  making  him  a  party  to  the  suit 

The  Defendants,  parties  to  the  second  agreement,  may 

have  done  all  sorts  of  acts  and  entered  into  all  sorts  of 

arrangements  with  respect  to  this  matter  on  the  faith  of 

that  deed,  which  they  were  perfectly  well  aware  that  the 

Plaintifts  had  taken  no  steps  whatever  to  set  aside.     It 

was  the  duty  of  the  Plaintiffs,  as  soon  as  they  knew  of 

the  second  contract,  at  once  to  have  filed  a  bill  to  set 

it  aside,  and  to  have   the  first  agreement  specifically 

performed.      I  think  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  any  of 

the  other  circumstances  beyond  this,  for  if  the  matter 

had  rested  only  in  contract  with  the  Plaintiffs,  and  there 

had  been  no  dealings  between  Elisha  Matthews  and  the 

Defendant*^,  if  this  suit  had  been  solely  against  Elisha 

Matthews  himself,  who  had  ten  years'  previously  given 

the  Plaintiffs  notice  that  he  repudiated    the  contract, 

and  had  insisted   that  there  was  no  contract  binding 

upon  him,  I  should  not,  at  that  distance  of  time,  have 

specifically  enforced  it. 

The  result  is,  that  the  Plaintiffs'  right,  if  any,  is  con- 
fined to  the  recovery  of  the  11,  \0s.  but  that  is  also 
barred  by  time,  if  not,  they  may  bring  their  action  for 
it.  I  am  of  opinion  therefore,  that  the  principal  part 
of  this  bill  entirely  fails,  and  that  the  only  relief  the 
Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  is  under  the  third  paragraph  of 
the  prayer,  which  prays  a  declaration  of  the  rights,  and 
I  am  prepared,  if  the  Plaintiffs  wish  it,  to  declare  that 
the  Defendants  are  entitled  to  one  undivided  fourth 
part  in  the  Wigpool  mine,  and  with  that  exception,  the 
whole  of  the  Plaintiffs'  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

—  Ill, 

Note. — An  Appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  is  pending. 
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AMES  V.  MANNERING. 

March  22. 

/^N   the    15th   of  April,    1829,    James   Mannering  On  the  death 
^^     created  an  equitable  mortgage  of  some  gavelkind  ^^  ? i^o'^*?-'^*'' 
property.     He  died  in  April,  1833,  leaving  Elizabeth  widow  (who 
Mannering,  his  widow,  and  three  sons,  James,  George  d^e"wook  ^ 
and  Charles,  his  gavelkind  heirs.     Charles  died  about  posiiession  of 
seventeen  years  ago,  leaving  two  daughters,  Eliza  and  estate  wUh 

Julia.  *^®  consent  of 

the  co-heirs 
and  she  paid 

This  was  a  suit  by  the  mortgagee  against  the  widow  ^"*^7*^  ®"  ^Y 

J  o  o         o  mortgage.     In 

and   the  two   surviving    sons,    and    the   daughters   of  1858,  the inort-> 
Charles,  to  realize  the  mortgage  security.  fut^Tasuitto 

realize  his 

By  the  decree  made  in  June,   1858,  the  following  which  it  d'id 
enquiries  were  directed  : —  "/**  appear 

*  that  any  inte- 

rest liad  been 

An  enquiry  who  had  been  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  j*^^  co^he/rs  ^ 
profits  of  the  property  since  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  during  the  in- 
namely,  the  15th  April,  1829,  or  in  possession  of  the  that  the  pay- ' 
premises,  and  under  what  circumstances.  mentofthe 

*  interest  by  the 

widow  pre- 

An  enquiry  what  payments  had  been  made  in  respect  ^Jt^^JunnjI,'^* 

of  interest  on  the  equitable  mortgage,  and  by  whom,  for  either 

and  by  whose  order  or  authority,  and  at  what  times  and  ^^^  himself 

under  what  circumstances.  barred,  or  the 

payment  of  in* 
terest  had  been 

The  Chief  Clerk  found  that  the  intestate  was  in  pos-  ^^^^^^""^  ^^ 
session  until  his  death,  in  April,  1833,  since  which  time 
Elizabeth  Mannering  had  been  in  possession   thereof, 
under  the  following  circumstances: — 


behalf. 


Elizabeth  Mannering  took  possession  of  the  premises 

by 
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1 859.  ^y  ^^^  consent  and  with  the  approbation  of  ber  sons, 

^^v*^^  James f  George  and  Charles  (deceased) ;  for  it  appeared 

^"  that  George  and  James  had,  for  several  years,  lived  with 

MAHicERiica.  their  mother  on  the  premises. 


He  also  found,  that  interest  on  the  equitable  mortgage 
had  been  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  by  Elizabeth  JUannering, 
from  the  death  of  the  intestate,  James  Mannering,  in 
April,  1833,  to  the  month  of  September,  1844,  but  by 
whose  order  or  authority,  and  at  what  times,  or  under 
what  circumstances  in  particular,  there  was  no  evidence 
to  shew,  further  than  that  Elizabeth  Mannering,  being 
the  widow  of  the  intestate,  and  entitled  to  dower,  entered 
into  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  kept 
down  the  interest  on  the  mortgage. 

He  also  found  that  George  had  paid  interest,  the  last 
payment  being  in  1850,  and  that  Jam^s  had  paid  1/.  for 
interest  in  1846. 

The  case  came  on  for  further  consideration,  when 

Mr,  Biron,  for  the  two  daughters  of  Charles,  argued, 
that,  as  against  them,  the  claims  of  the  mortgagee  were 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (a),  no  part  of  the 
principal  or  interest  having  been  paid  by  Charles  or  his 
daughters,  and  no  acknowledgment  having  been  given 
since  the  intestate's  death,  in  1833. 

That  the  widow's  claim  was  paramount  to  the  mort- 
gage, and  that  she  was  not  liable  to  pay  any  part  of  the 
interest,  and  that,  therefore,  such  payment  by  her  was 
to  be  treated  as  the  voluntary  payment  of  a  stranger. 

The 

(c/)  3  4  4  Will.  4,  f .  27, «.  40. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opiuion  that  the  daughters  of  Charles  are 
bound  by  these  payments.  The  widow  must  be  regarded 
as  being  in  the  position  of  a  stranger,  or  the  agent 
of  the  infants  or  the  tenant  of  the  mortgagee.  The 
daughters  are,  therefore,  either  barred  themselves  or,  as 
against  them,  interest  has  been  paid  on  the  mortgage. 


1869. 

Ames 

o. 

Manmerino. 


STRINGER  V.  HARPER.    (No.  2.) 

npHE  testator  had  three  small  freehold  properties :  Ist, 
the  Bobbington  Estate  which  was  mortgaged ;  2nd, 
the  Miners'  Arms  Estate  which  was  also  mortgaged ;  and 
3rd,  the  Stone  Street  Estate  which  was  charged  in  aid 
of  the  mortgage  on  the  Miners^  Arms  {a). 

By  his  will,  dated  in  1855,  the  testator  said,  ''  I 
exempt  my  personal  estate  from  payment  of  my  just 
debts.''  He  devised  the  Bobbington  Estate  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, in  trust  for  sale,  and  to  pay  ''all  the  debts  justly 
due  and  owing  from  him  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and 
the  costs  and  charges  of  proving  his  will,"  and  to  invest 
the  residue  for  his  widow  and  children.  He  bequeathed 
both  his  personal  estate  and  the  produce  also  of  the 
Stone  Street  Estate  (which  he  devised  to  the  Plaintiff 
for  sale),  on  trusts  for  his  wife  and  children. 

The  testator  died  in  1856,  but,  in  his  lifetime,  the 
mortgagee  sold  and  conveyed  the  Bobbington  Estate. 
The  surplus  produce  amounted  to  80Z.,  which  was  paid 

to 

(//)  See  ante,  p,  33. 


March  22, 
23,  24. 

Costs  of  a  salt 
to  administer 
both  real  and 
personal  es- 
tate, and  to 
ascertain  the 
rights  to  both, 
were  held 
payable,  pri- 
marily, out  of 
the  personal 
estate,  not- 
withstanding 
the  personal 
estate  was,  by 
the  will,  ex- 
onerated from 
payment  of 
the  debts,  and 
the  costs  and 
charges  of 
proving  the 
will. 
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1859.        to  the  executors.    The   personal   estate  amounted  to 
above  170Z.,  and  the  Slone  Street  Estate  had  also  been 
sold   by  the   Plaintiff  for  880/.     The   JUiners'   Arms 
^N^^^^\       Estate  descended  on  the  heir,  subject  to  the  mortgage. 

The  bill  prayed  for  the  administration  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  that  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the 
real  and  personal  estate  might  be  ascertained. 

By  the  decree,  it  was  declared  that  the  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  were  payable  out  of 
the  Miners*  Arms  Estate,  and  that  the  personal  estate 
was  exonerated  therefrom.  The  cause  came  on  for 
further  consideration,  when  the  question  was,  whether 
the  costs  of  suit  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  Miners* 
Arms  Estate  or  by  the  real  and  personal  estate  rateably, 
or  by  the  personal  estate  exclusively. 

Mr.  Marten,  for  the  Plaintiff  and  some  of  the  De- 
fendants, argued  that  the  suit  had  been  occasioned  by 
questions  arising  on  the  real  estate,  and  that  the  Miners' 
Arms  ought  to  bear  the  co§ts  of  suit,  or  at  all  events, 
that  they  should  be  apportioned ;  Morrell  v.  Fisher  (a)  \ 
.Alsop  V.  Bdl{Jb)\  Sanders  v.  Miller  (c). 

Mr.  C.  T,  Simpson,  for  the  heir  at  law,  argued  that 

the  personal  estate  was  not  exonerated  from  the  pay- 

'  ment  of  the  costs  of  suit,  and  that  it  was  the  first  fund 

to   be  applied   to   that   purpose;   Browne  v.    Groom- 

bridge {d)',  Ripley  v.  May sey{e)\  Pickfordy.  Srown{f). 

Mr.  Bovill  for  a  mortgagee. 

Mr.  Marten  in  reply. 

The 

(a)  A  DeG.Sf  S.  422.  (d)  4  Madd.  495. 

(b)  24  Beav.  451.  {e)  I  Keen,  678. 

(c)  25  Bcav,  154.  (/)  2  Kay  4-  J.  426. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  testamentary  expenses  do  not 
include  costs  of  suit;  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
costs  ought  to  be  apportioned.  There  are  four  sorts  of 
property :  first,  the  surplus  of  the  sale  of  the  Bobbington 
Estate ;  secondly,  the  Miners^  Arms  Estate,  as  to  which 
the  will  is  silent,  and  which  therefore  passed  to  the  heir 
at  law  ;  thirdlyi  the  surplus  of  the  Stone  Street  Estate ; 
and  fourthly,  the  general  personal  estate. 
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Stringer 

V. 

Harper. 
(No.  2.) 


In  Ripley  v.  Moysey{a)^  it  was  held,  that  the  personal 
estate  was  the  first  fund  for  payment  of  all  the  costs  and 
charges  occasioned  by  the  will,  and  the  costs  of  ascer- 
taining the  devisee  of  the  real  estate,  and  of  the  Attorney- 
General,  who  was  made  a  party  in  respect  of  a  charge 
on  the  real  estate.     I  will  consider  the  point. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  looked  at  the  cases,  and  on  consideration  of 
all  the  matters,  I  think  that  the  costs  of  administration, 
generally,  must  be  borne  by  the  general  personal 
estate. 

(fl)  1  Keen,  578. 


March  24, 
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Feh,2S. 
Mmrckl. 

A  lecnrit  J 
giren  bj  a 
cosUMDer  to 
hk  bttnken  for 
the  K»i*«M*y 
"  which  than 
or  ma  J  be 
foooddoe  on 
the  balance  of" 
the  account: 
Heklf  to  cover 
the  existing 
baUnce  onnr, 
and  not  to  be 
a  continuing 
security  for 
the  floating 
balance. 

The  rule  in 
Claytont 
Coif  (1  Mar. 
572),  as  to 
appropriatioo 
of  pajments, 
has  CTer  since 
been  acted  on. 


Re  MEDEWFS  TRUST. 

llJrR.  Jfedewe  kept  the  following  three  accounts  with 
his  bankers,  Messrs.  Alexander: — 

Ist.  His  private  account. 

2ndly.  His   partnership  account  in   the  name  of 
himself  and  Mr.  Brook. 

Srdly.   His  executorship  account  in  the  name  of 
himself  and  Mrs.  Lucock. 

In  January^  1857,  these  three  accounts  were  con- 
siderably overdrawn,  and  the  bankers  required  some 
security. 

Accordingly,  on  the  12th  of  January ^  1857,  Mr. 
Medewe  gave  the  bankers  his  deed  poll,  which,  after 
reciting  the  three  accounts,  and  that  ''  there  is  a  con- 
siderable balance  due"  to  Messrs.  Alexander  "  on  the 
said  several  accounts,"  and  that  Messrs.  Alexander 
**  having  required  security  for  the  balance  due  on  the 
said  several  banking  accounts,"  Medewe  had  agreed  to 
charge  his  estate  after  described  (subject  to  the  incum- 
brances) ''  with  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  all  the 
said  several  accounts,  limited  to  the  aggregate  sum  of 
3,000/.  as  hereinafter  contained  :  and  whereas  Medewe 
and  Brooke  have  also  agreed  to  execute  a  joint  and 
several  bond  for  further  securing  the  balance  of  their 
banking  account,  and  Ann  Lucock  hath  also  agreed 
to  deposit  with  Alexander  the  title  deeds  relating  to 
certain  hereditaments  at  Grundisburg  belonging  to  her, 
and  with  Medewe  to  execute  a  joint  and  several  bond 
for  further  securing  the  balance  of  their  said  executor- 
ship 
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ship  account :"  Medewe  then  charged  his  estate  called        1859. 
Witnesham  Hall  with  the  payment  to  Alexander  ''of      ^-^^^^ 
the  three  several  sums  of  tnonej/  which  shall  or  may  be     Mbdewb's 
found  due  on  the  balance  of  the  said  several  accounts       Trust. 
for  principal,  interest,  commission  and  other  usual  and 
lawful  bankers'  charges,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the 
aggregate  sum  of  3,000/.  sterling,  subject  to  the  existing 
mortgages  (stating  them).  It  then  proceeded  thus: — And 
Medewe  hereby  covenants  with  Alexander  that  he  will, 
within  three  months  after  demand,  pay  unto  Alexander 
*'  such  several  sums  as  may  be  due  on  the  said  several 
banking  accounts  as  aforesaid,  not  exceeding  in  the 
whole  the  aggregate  sum  of  3,000/." 

On  the  same  12th  of  January^  1857,  Mrs.  Lucock 
and  Medewe  executed  a  joint  bond  to  Messrs.  Alex- 
ander  for  600/.,  reciting  the  executorship  account,  and 
that  **  there  is  a  balance  of  300/.  or  thereabouts  now 
due"  from  them  to  Messrs.  Alexander,  who  having  re- 
quired security,  Mrs.  Lucock  had  agreed  to  deposit 
certain  title  deeds.  The  bond  was  to  be  void,  if  the 
obligors  paid  Messrs.  Alexander  "  all  such  sum  or  sums 
of  money  as  now  are  or  which  shall  from  time  to  time  be 
or  become  due  and  owing  on  the  said  banking  account," 
not  exceeding  300/.  And  it  was  declared,  that  the 
deeds  were  deposited  for  better  securing  the  balance  of 
the  said  banking  account. 

The  three  accounts  were  balanced  on  the  12th  of 
January,  1857,  when  it  appeared  that  2,021/.  was  due 
to  the  bankers  on  the  first  account,  652/.  on  the  second, 
and  300/.  on  the  third,  making,  with  the  fractions,  2,974/. 

The  three  accounts  were  aflerwards  continued,  and 
sums  were  paid  in  and  drawn  out.  In  December,  1857, 
Messrs.  Alexander  obtained  a  judgment  against  Me- 

VOL.  XXVI.  *         Q  Q  ckwe 


cootained 


It 
31 


■■s^jiEr  mcer  i  -fawner  if  sale,  and  there  ret&aincd, 
Dter  ■:aE\--n2:  jiF  '.'tie  oicFfirui^s.  a  balance  of  2,499i 
Me^=?^.  _LLrj:cDJ*irr  rsumt^x  inuer  ihe  deed-poll,  to  haTe 
"ill*  imoMni  iPHilej  a  laTnenc  at  cie  b«L.tiice  doe  to 
•ji«n  m  'lie  uirpe  i4:cT3iini:&.  winch  iu  Ajmifary  1 808, 
-«a*  2.  J*^*/.  Ji*f€uve  jad.  m  die  ISth  of  yorember, 
'•^Zf^.  cnnrr^yM  us  injuer-y  Da  tmstees  for  his  creditCKSy 
wiu  resi>ce«i  'Jiis  :iaim.  and  die  fund  was,  hi  coose- 
juence.  ymd  -niu  Court. 

3r«;sr$.  AJezctmier  sow  presented  a  pedtioQ,  prayii^ 
prnvmeiir  tu  them  af  die  mud  in  Coort  m  discharge  of 

diisr  ciaimSk 

M.-.  it  PiLmer  and  Mr.  Prmtd^Tfmt^  for  the  Pe- 
cttiane^*  arz^ied  rhac  die  sectintj  was  for  the  floating 
balance  wiiich  mi^hc.  frjra  time  to  time,  become  doe  to 
the  bankers  rr*}ni  their  cnstocners :  Pease  t.  Hini{a), 

That  the  covi*nant  to  pay^  *^  within  three  months  after 
demand^  sach  several  snins  as  mar  be  doe"  on  the 
backm  r  accounts,  cleanj  pointed  to  a  fatnre  debt,  and 
that  the  circu instance,  of  interest  not  beins:  reserred 
from  the  date  cf  the  Attdj  shewed  that  it  was  to  com- 
mence at  a  future  period  and  on  a  future  debt ;  a  cir- 
cumstance which  had  been  much  relied  on  in  Walker  r. 
Hardmam  (c). 

Mr.  Unyd  and  Mr.  Levim,  eonira,  argued,  first,  that 

the 

(«)  10  Bam.  if  C.  122.  (c)  4  Ci^k  4  Fm.  258. 

(4)  5  burn.  4  C.  166. 
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the  liability  under  the  covenant  had  wholly  merged  in        1869. 

the  judgment ;  secondly,  that  upon  the  terms  of  the  ^^"v-*^ 

deed  poll,  the  security  was  only  for  the  actual  balance  Medews's 

at  the  time.     They  referred  to  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  32,  Trust. 
2  &  3  VicL  c.  82. 


Mr.  EddU  for  the  mortgagees. 
Mr.  /?.  Palmer  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  hold  that  thes?  words  include  future  ba- 
lances. The  deed-poll,  after  reciting  '*  that  there  is  a 
considerable  balance  due*'  on  the  three  accounts,  and 
an  agreement  to  secure  ''  the  balance,"  goes  on  to 
charge  the  estate  with  ''  the  three  several  sums  of 
money  which  shall  or  may  be  found  due  on  the  balance 
of  the  said  several  accounts.''  In  the  words  ''shall  or 
may"  there  is  an  element  of  uncertainty  ;  the  bankers 
and  their  customers  had  not  agreed  upon  what  the 
balance  was,  though  it  did  not  exceed  3,000Z.,  and  it 
seems  to  have  been  arranged  that  the  amount  should  be 
settled  thereafter  and  that  the  balance  should  be  secured. 
If  that  were  so,  I  do  not  know  what  words  could  more 
aptly  describe  the  intention  than  to  say, ''  I  give  a  se- 
curity to  the  extent  of  3,000/.  for  whatever  balance  may 
be  found  due  from  me."  I  think  it  impossible  to  insert 
in  the  deed  the  words  ''  such  balance  which  shall  from 
time  to  time  become  due ;"  I  must  first  decide  that 
these  words  are  to  be  implied,  before  I  can  come  to 
that  conclusion.  As  to  the  covenant,  if  it  included 
future  balances,  it  would  not  determine  the  question, 
because  the  covenant  might  go  beyond  the  charge^  and 
the  principle  of  controlling  expressions  inconsistent  with 
the  general  intention  would  apply  to  the  operative  part 

Q  Q  2  of 
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I9o&«       of  the  coTeaant.    Certaralj  the  covenant  to  pay  "  within 
three  months  after  demand  ^  ^  such  seTcral  sums  as 


Re 
>f cdcwe's     °^J  ^  ^°^  ^°  ^^  '^'^  several  banking  accoants**  wonM 

TEcrr.  seem  to  apply  to  soch  sum  as  was  due  at  the  time  of 
demand  ;  but  the  words  are  *^  on  the  said  several  banking 
accounts  as  aforesaid  ."*  referring  back  to  these  three 
accounts  preTiously  speciBed ;  and  I  am  disposed  to 
think,  that  the  covenant  does  not  carry  it  any  further. 
The  difficulty  probably  has  arisen  from  the  bankers  not 
being  aware  of  the  rule  of  Clay  torn  $  ease  in  Devaymes  r. 
Noble  (a),  which  has  always  been  acted  oo  since,  that 
payments  not  specifically  appropriated  are  to  be  attri- 
boted  to  the  payment  of  the  eailiest  of  several  debts. 

On  the  whole,  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion 
than  that  the  deed  does  not  secure  the  balance  which 
from  time  to  time  may  accrue  due. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  was  not  only  the  element 
of  uncertainty,  which  is  usually  considered  to  attach 
to  long  accounts  between  parties,  but  that  uncertainty 
which  usually  exists  between  a  banker  and  his  cus- 
tomer, though  the  banking  book  is  constantly  passing 
between  them.  The  customer  may  contest  the  feet 
that  he  gave  a  cheque  to  a  certain  amount,  or  he  may 
assert  that  money  has  been  paid  in  on  his  account 
\;kbich  does  not  appear  in  bis  pass  book,  and,  therefore, 
there  is  always  this  element  of  uncertainty  unless  the 
account  has  been  settled  and  agreed  on  between  them. 

There  is  a  recital  that  Medewe  and  Mrs.  Brooke  had 
agreed  to  execute  a  joint  bond,  and  it  is  certainly  in 
favor  of  the  Petitioners,  that  you  find,  when  you  turn 
to  the  only  bond  which  was  given,  that  it  secures  future 

balances 

(fl)  1  Mer,  572. 
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balances  which  shall  from  time  to  time  be  or  become        1859. 

due.  ^"^^j^"*^ 

Re 

Mf.dewe*8 

To  this  is  added  the  argument  that  the  covenant  does  Trust. 
not  secure  the  interest,  and  that  the  deed  not  carrying 
interest  from  the  date  is  a  strong  indication  of  the  in- 
tention to  secure  the  future  balances.  To  support  which 
I  was  referred  to  a  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where 
the  principal  was  payable  on  demand,  with  interest  from 
the  date  of  the  bond  ;  but  this  deed  does  not  do  this, 
for  this  reason,  that  if  the  account  were  carried  on  it 
would  have  carried  interest,  because  that  was  the  custom 
of  dealing  between  the  parties.  These  matters,  how- 
ever, cannot  alter  the  case.  The  parties  dealiiig  pro- 
bably did  not  know  the  law,  and  1  think  it  likely  that 
they  believed  that  the  deed-poll  would  secure  the  future 
balance  whatever  it  might  be. 

The  cases  cited  do  not  affect  the  present  case,  which, 
I  am  of  opinion,  depends  on  the  words  of  the  deed,  and 
I  think  that  its  true  construction  is,  that  it  was  to  secure 
the  existing  and  not  a  future  balance. 

As  to  the  judgment,  I  see  nothing  to  disentitle  the 
Petitioners  to  the  benefit  of  it,  and  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  it  is  a  charge  on  the  fund  in  Court,  and 
that  the  amount  of  it  with  interest  must  be  paid  out 
of  that  fund. 


Order. 

Declare  that  the  deed-poll  is  only  a  security  for  the  balances  at  its 
date. 

Declare  that  the  amount  remaining  due  on  the  judgment  is  the 
first  charge  upon  the  fund  in  Court. 

Direct  payment  to  the  Petitioners  of  such  amount  and  costs. 

Direct  payment  of  the  residue  to  the  trustees  of  the  creditors'  deed. 


CASES  IX  CHAXCERT. 


f 


-A  *L 


Af!ft 


«»« 


BURV  r.  OPPELNHEIM. 

T^.XDER  the  vin  of  a  testator,  who  died  in  1850, 
^^  all  has  sraodcliildren  who  were  living  at  bis  death 
aicL  iKaeiiaiie  lested  interests  in  bis  residuary  estate, 
SL^ned  tj  be  divested  so  as  to  let  in  any  grandchildren 
«!to  n^iic  be  bom  before  the  expiration  of  twenty 
v«ftfs  frcMi  Eu§  decease. 


/rnoer,  the  daughter  of  the  Defendant  Henry  Op- 
oat  of  SQch  grandchildren,  of  whom  there 


m 
«cxl«r  to  in* 
CTMoe  kb 
tftte.  and  to 
MiaUe  him 
bectoer  to  pr»- 
Tide  for  bis 
fiMnitr  after 

and  sbeac- 
coraineijf 
gaT«  kim  tk« 
mooer.    HM^ 
that  iIm  &iker 


Ffiimcet  Oppemieim  attained  twenty-one  in  Janvary^ 
I^5a.  and  in  Jmbf^  1SS5,  she  and  her  sister  sold  their 
shares  in  the  residue  to  Mr.  Ro$eo€  for  180/.  each.  At 
that  time  they  were  living  with  and  supported  by  their 
father.  The  sale  was  arranged  by  him,  and  he  was 
made  a  pirty  to  the  assignments,  and  attended  at  the 
completion. 

Cheques  for  ISOiL  each  were  then  delhrered  to  Franca 
Oppemktim  and  her  sister.  These  were  afterwards  handed 
to  their  f«ither,  who  obtained  bank  notes,  which  (as  he 
said>  were,  *^  with  the  free  consent"  of  his  daughter?, 
paid  into  his  bankers  to  his  account,  **  and  the  amount 
had  since  been,  with  their  knowledge  and  consent, 
applied  by  him  to  his  own  use,  in  extending  his  busi- 


ness. 


*t 


Frances  Oppenheim  continued    to   reside   with   her 

parents 

was  a  trustee  of  the  moocy  for  the  daughter,  and  bound  to  repair  it. 
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parents  until  April,  1856,  when  she  clandestinely  mar-        1859. 
ried  the  Plaintiff.     She  died  in  February,  1857,  and 
the  Plaintiff  was  her  administrator. 

After  her  death,  the  Plaintiff  applied  to  her  father  for 
payment  of  the  180/.;  but  he  refused  to  pay  it,  alleging 
that  it  had  been  given  to  him  by  his  daughter. 

The  Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit,  insisting  that  there 
had  been  no  gift,  and  alleging  that,  ''  even  if  the  sum 
of  180/.  was,  in  fact,  given  by  Frances  Bury  to  the 
Defendant,  such  gift  was  made  immediately  or  very 
shortly  after  she  had  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  while  she  was  still  under  such  authority  and 
subject  to  such  influence  of  her  said  father  as  had 
existed  during  her  minority;  that  such  gift  was  made 
(if  it  was  ever  in  fact  made)  at  the  solicitation  and  under 
the  direction  of  the  Defendant,  and  in  consequence 
of  an  undue  and  improper  exercise  of  his  pattrnal  in- 
fluence and  authority.  The  Plaintiff  submitted,  that 
such  gift  (if  made)  was  not  such  a  transaction  as  ought 
to  have  been  permitted  to  take  place,  and  that  it  ought 
to  be  set  aside." 

The  Plaintiff  prayed  a  declaration  of  his  right  to  the 
fund,  notwithstanding  the  alleged  gift,  and  for  a  decree 
for  payment. 

There  was  considerable  evidence  entered  into  by  both 
sides;  but  the  Court  relied  on  the  19th  paragraph  of 
the  father's  answer,  which  was  as  follows : — 

''  After  the  completion  of  the  said  sale,  some  further 
conversations  took  place  between  my  two  daughters 
Frances  and  Jane  and  myself  and  other  members  of 
our  family,  as  to  the  best  manner  in  which  they  would 
apply  the  moneys  arising  from  such  sale;  and  it  was 

determined 


696  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1859.  detennined  bj  my  two  daughters,  of  their  own  free  and 
independent  will,  that  the  moat  advaDtageons  course  for 
them  to  adopt  woald  be,  for  them  to  give  the  moneys  to 
QrrKXKUM.  me,  to  be  applied  by  me  in  improiring  and  extending 
my  bosinesa,  in  order  to  increase  my  estate,  and  to 
enable  me  better  to  proTide  for  my  family  after  my 
decease.  My  two  daughters  accordingly  gave  me  the 
two  sums  of  180iL  and  180/.,  and  I  gave  them  each  10/. 
towards  their  expenses  of  a  visit,  which  they  were  about 
to  make  to  Margaur 

Mr.  Sr/jcya  and  Mr.  A.  E.  Miller,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
contended,  first,  that  there  bad  been  no  actual  gift  of 
the  money ;  and  secondly,  that  a  voluntary  gift  from  a 
child  to  a  parent,  shortly  after  the  latter  attained 
twenty-one,  and  while  under  parental  control  and  influ- 
ence, could  not,  in  equity,  be  maintained;  Archer  r. 
Hudsom  (a) ;  Hoyhtm  v.  HoghUm  (&)• 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Skebbeare,  for  the  Defendant, 
argued,  first,  that  the  remedy  of  the  Plaintiff  to  recover 
the  money  if  there  had  been  no  gift  was  by  action  at 
law,  and  not  by  suit  in  equity. 

Secondly,  that  there  was  distinct  evidence  of  a  gift 
made  by  the  daughter  to  the  father  six  months  after 
she  had  attained  twenty-one ;  that  the  transaction  was 
known  to  the  whole  family,  and  had  been  communicated 
to  the  Plaintiff  himself  and  acquiesced  in;  that  no  claim 
had  been  made  by  the  daughter  in  her  lifetime,  and  that 
none  would  ever  have  been  made  if  she  had  lived. 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  case  entirely  depends   on   the  evidence.    The 

father, 
(«)  7  Bmv.  561.  (k)  15  Bam.  278. 
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father,  who  was  not  bound   to  support  his  daughter        1859. 

after  she  attained  twenty-one  years,  says,  that  she  made      ^^v-^i/ 

him  a  free  and  voluntary  gift  of  all  her  property.     I  ^^ 

agree  with  the  observations  of  Lord  Langdale  in  Archer    Oppbmhiim. 

V.  Hudson  (a),  that  this  Court  does  not  prevent  an  act 

of  bounty  between  parent  and  child ;  and  in  Hoghton 

V.  Hoghton  (£)  I  referred  to  it.     I  do  not  mean  to  say 

that  a  gift  from  a  child  to  a  father  cannot  be  supported 

in  any  case,  it  may  be,  in  a  proper  case,  but  not  in  such 

a  one  as  this,  where  the  daughter  gave  every  thing  she 

had  to  her  father,  who  might  immediately  after  have 

turned  her  out  of  doors,  and  where  she  had  no  advice  or 

information,  and  no  motive  for  the  act,  except  to  please 

her  father.    This  case,  I  think,  fails  in  every  requisite 

which  the  Court  holds  necessary  in  order  to  support 

such  a  gift.     It  is  suggested,  in  the  first  instance,  that 

it  was  given,  and,  if  not,  that  it  was  lent,  and  that  in 

that  case  the  proper  remedy  is  by  action  at  law.     I  am 

convinced,  that  if  it  was  not  a  gift,  it  was  not  a  loan. 

The  great  distinction  between  a  trust  and  a  loan  must 

necessarily  be  borne  in  mind.     If  the  daughter  had  said 

to  her  father,  "  I  will  lend  you  this  money,"  the  relation 

of  debtor  and  creditor  would  have  been  constituted, 

and  the  father  would  have  owed  her  180Z.;  but  if  the 

money  was  given  to  the  father,  to  be  invested  by  him 

and  applied  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter,  and  she  was 

to  have  the  produce,  then  it  was  strictly  and  properly  a 

trust.     There  is  also  this  distinction : — if  he  took  the 

money  as  debtor,  he  became  bound  to  pay  interest;  but 

if  he  took  it  as  trustee,  he  was  only  bound  to  account 

for  the  produce. 

On  the  answer  it  is  very  difficult  to  say  that  it  was  not 
the  latter.     In  the  19th  paragraph  of  his  answer,  the 

Defendant 

(o)  7  Beav,  556.  (6)  15  Beav.  300,  306. 
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L^^.  DeUBiaat  wps,  -*  A&er  the  cooipfetioo/'  kc.  [amUf  p. 
s&T^.  If  m,  tiiere  was  an  niplied  cootract  of  H>me 
ieKripcon.  '^  Tbe  most  advanUgnMis  coarae  for"  the 
daoehcer  vas  ca  be  adopced;  and  for  thai  porpose  it 
vaft  z^TOL  to  hinu  to  enable  him  the  better  to  provide 
far  his  £uniiy.  There  vas,  therefore^  some  trust  for 
the  beats&L  oc  the  daughter,  and  it  would  be  difficult 
tD  stj,  afber  chi»y  that  if  the  &ther,  whom  she  had  en- 
cm^flsd  wim  the  moneys  had  turned  her  out  of  his  house, 
dhe  wuniii  net  hnve  had  some  claim  on  him  in  respect 
of  this  oioaey.  Thk  is  the  case  of  a  young  woman  of 
the  as!e  of  twencr-oce  Tears  and  a  few  months;  what 
would  any  son  do  aoder  such  circumstances  except  ask 
his  Either  what  he  should  do  with  the  money.  It  is 
imposB3ft£e  that  the  &ther  can  put  the  case  in  any  other 
wuy,  than  thut  he  has  leceited  it  for  her  benefit,  and  I 
ksve  BO  doubc  that  it  was  supposed  that  this  would  be 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  family.  This  is  not  a  trans- 
actico  nhich  can  be  sustained,  by  which  the  fieither 
claims  it  excIusiTeiT;  I  think  that  the  statement  of  the 
&ther,  in  his  answer,  is  sufficient  to  decide  the  case. 

The  result  b,  that  the  Plaintiff  must  have  a  decree 
against  the  Defendant  for  repayment  of  the  money, 
with  interest  at  4/.  per  cent.,  setting  off  the  amount  paid 
during  life  of  the  daughter,  and  with  costs. 
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SPENCE  r.  BRISCOE.  „    , 

Mareh  16. 

THE  Plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  ordered  to  give  the  A  ludgment 
Defendant  judgment  in  an  action  at  law,  such  given  to  be 
judgment  to  be  dealt  with  by  this  Court.     A  judgment  dealt  with  by 
was  accordingly  given  by  the  Plaintiff.     Afler  this,  the  Held^  that  a 
Defendant,  without  any  leave  of  this  Court,  obtained  ^u^^^^^j'^to*' 
from  the  Court  of  Law  an  order  charging  a  trust  fund  be  obtained  on 
belonging  to  the  Plaintiff.  t^^hou"  SiT**' 

leave  of  this 
Court, 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  charging 
order  ought  not  to  have  been  obtained  without  the  leave 
of  this  Court.  He  directed  the  Defendant  to  discharge 
it  at  his  own  expense,  and  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
present  application. 

Mr.  Follett  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Osborne  for  the  Defendant. 
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1859. 


April  2\,  27, 
30. 

By  the  4  &  5 
WiU.  &  M. 
c.  20,  judg- 
mcsiiti  not 
docketted  were 
not  to  hare 
any  preference 
against  ei- 
ecutors,  Sic.  in 
theadmiuiitra- 
tion  of  estates. 
The  2  &  3 
Vict.c,  n, 
closed  the 
docket    Held, 
that  the  old  law 
was  thereby 
revived,  and 
that  the  ad- 
ministrator 
had  committed 
a  devattavU  by 
paying  a 
simple  con- 
tract debt  be- 
fore a  judg- 
ment debt, 
even  though 
he  had  no  ac- 
tual notice  of 
the  latter. 


FULLER  V.  REDMAN.    (No.  1.) 

TN  1845,  a  judgment  was  entered  up  against  the 
testator  Qeorge  Redman^  but  it  was  not  docketted. 
The  testator  died  in  1855,  and  letters  of  administration 
were  granted  to  the  Defendant  John  B.  Redman^  cum 
teitamento  annexo. 

In  February,  1856,  a  claim  was  filed  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate^  and  on  the  23rd  of  April,  1856, 
the  judgment  creditor  registered  his  judgment  in  the 
Common  Pleas,  under  the  1  &  2  JVict.  c.  110.  A 
decree  was  made  in  July  following,  and  it  having 
appeared  that  the  assets  were  deficient,  and  that  the 
administrator  had  paid  simple  contract  creditors  of  the 
testator,  to  the  extent  of  174/.  lis.  8cZ.,  the  judgment 
creditor  now  sought  to  have  that  sum  disallowed  to  the 
administrator  as  a  proper  payment. 

Mr.  a.  Palmer  and   Mr.   C,   C.  Barber,  for  the 

judgment  creditor. 

At  common  law,  the  administrator  was  bound  to  take 
notice  of  the  judgment  debt,  and  the  payment  of  a 
simple  contract  debt  before  one  of  higher  value  was  a 
devastavit,  for  which  he  became  personally  liable; 
Littleton  v.  Hibbins  {a).    The  4  &  5  Will,  k  Mary,  c. 

20, 

(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  793. 


1839.  Actof2&3  Vict. 
1845.  Judgment. 
1855.  Death. 


Dates. 

1856,  April.  Judgment  regis- 
tered. 
July.  .  Decree. 
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20,  afterwards  made  perpetual  by  the  7  &  8  WilL  3,  e.  1859. 
36,  8.  3,  removed  this  hardship,  by  requiring  judgments 
to  be  docketted,  and  enacting,  **  that  no  judgment,  not 
docketted  and  entered  in  the  books  as  aforesaid,  shall 
affect  any  lands  or  tenements,  as  to  purchasers  or  mort- 
gagees, or  have  any  preference  against  heirs,  executors 
or  administrators,  in  the  administration  of  their  an- 
cestor's, testator's  or  intestate's  estates." 

The  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  ss.  13,  19,  does  not  affect 
the  question,  but  merely  the  rights  of  *'  purchasers, 
mortgagees  and  creditors,  as  against  the  lands  of  the 
judgment  debtor/' 

The  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  1 1,  s.  1 ,  enacts,  **  that  no  judgment 
shall  hereafter  be  docketted  under  the  4  &  5  WilL  Sc 
Mary,  c.  20,  and  that  all  such  dockets  shall  be  finally 
closed.  There  is,  therefore,  no  necessity  for  or  pos- 
sibility of  docketting,  and  the  common  law  is  revived ; 
notice  to  the  administrator  is  immaterial ;  Williams  an 
Exors.  (a). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  contrd. 

Even,  if  it  could  be  maintained  that  the  law  in  force 
antecedent  to  the  4  &  5  WilL  &  Mary,  c.  20,  was  re- 
stored by  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  1 1 ,  it  is  by  no  means  clear, 
that  the  law  at  that  time  was  so  unreasonable  and  unjust 
as  is  contended  on  the  other  side.  In  A  nan.  (b),  it  is  said, 
**le  ley  rtest  cy  vnreasonable  que  un  prender  notice  a  son 
perrill  de  chose  le  que  ill  ne  poit  per  ascun  resonable  in- 
tendment  aver  notice,"  and  the  Court,  either  laying  down 
or  acceding  to  that  proposition,  held  that  the  executrix 
should  not  be  charged  with  a  judgment  of  which  she  had 
no  notice.  This  case  appears  to  have  been  decided  in 
the  same  term  as  Littleton  v.  Hibbins,  but  it  appears  by 

the 

(a)   Vol,  2,  p.  927  (5M  td.)  (6)  2  Anderton,  159,  pi.  87. 
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1859.  ^^^  same  rqx>rt,  tbat  a  case  of  JBereblock  ▼.  JRode  was 
sobseqoently  decided  in  the  same  way,  in  Michaelmas 
Term,  44  ^  45  Eliz. ;  and  this  seems  to  have  been  the 
better  decision,  for  afterwards  in  Harman  ▼.  Harman  (a\ 
Trinity  Term,  1  Jac.  2,  the  Court  relied  on  the  case 
reported  in  Anderson* s  Reports,  saying,  **  so  where  an 
obligor  did  afterwards  enter  into  a  recognizance  in  the 
nature  of  a  statute,  and  judgment  was  against  him  upon 
the  bond,  and  then  he  died,  his  executrix  paid  the 
creditor  upon  the  statute,  and  the  obligee  brought  a 
scire  facias  upon  the  judgment  on  the  bond  debt,  and 
she  pleaded  payment  of  the  recognizance ;  this  was  held 
a  good  plea,  for  she  is  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  the 
judgment  against  the  testator,  without  being  acquainted 
therewith  by  his  creditors,  for  she  is  in  no  wise  privy  to 
his  acts." 

But  secondly,  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  II,  did  not  restore 
the  old  law.  That  act,  by  inadvertence,  as  it  must  be 
supposed,  omitted  to  provide  for  the  consequences  of 
closing  the  dockets.  The  question  would  be,  who  is  to 
suffer  by  the  inadvertence  of  the  legislature.  Ought 
the  4  &  5  Will,  k  JUary,  c.  20,  to  be  held  to  be  repealed 
without  any  intimation  to  that  effect  being  expressed  in 
the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  the  consequence  of  which  would 
be,  to  subject  executors  to  great  hardship  and  injustice, 
if  the  present  view  taken  by  the  judgment  creditor  of 
the  old  law  be  correct ;  or  ought  it  not  rather  to  be 
considered,  that  judgments  are  possibly  inadvertently, 
but  certainly  not  inequitably  or  unjustly,  reduced  by  the 
2  &  3  Vict.  c.  1 1 ,  to  the  level  of  other  debts  ?  Surely 
the  latter  is  the  less  inconvenient  result  of  the  inad- 
vertence of  the  legislature ;  at  the  very  least,  it  must  be 
considered,  that  when  the  legislature  closed  the  dockets, 

it 

(a)  3  Mod.  115. 
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it  did  so  because  their  object  was  answered  by  the  new  1859. 
registry  provided  by  that  act,  and  by  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
1 10,  and  a  judgment  creditor  who,  as  in  the  present 
instance,  has  omitted  to  register,  cannot,  in  a  Court  of 
Equity,  be  entitled  to  recover  from  an  administrator  a 
sum  which  the  latter  has  paid  without  the  possibility  of 
being  acquainted  with  the  judgment  debt;  the  judgment 
creditor  having,  through  his  own  negligence,  allowed  his 
debts  to  remain  undisclosed. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  question,  arising  in  the  administration  of  assets,  April  30. 
is,  whether  the  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  of 
a  testator  ought  to  be  allowed,  in  passing  his  accounts, 
as  against  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  testator,  a  sum  of 
174/.  \78.  8d.,  which  he  paid  in  discharge  of  the  tes- 
tator's simple  contract  debts,  or  whether  the  judgment 
debt  ought  not  to  have  priority  over  the  simple  contract 
debts. 

The  question  is  one  of  considerable  singularity,  arising 
from  the  oversight  of  the  legislature  in  the  statutes  which 
it  has  passed.  According  to  the  old  law,  as  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  Littleton  v.  Hibbins  (a),  no  simple  contract 
debt  could  be  paid  or  could  be  allowed  as  against  a  judg- 
ment debt  entered  up.  That  decision  seems  to  have  been 
founded  on  a  fiction  of  the  law,  which  held  that  every* 
thing  that  was  of  record  was  known  or  was  supposed  to 
be  known  to  everybody.  Every  one  was  presumed  to 
have  notice  of  everything  that  was  of  record,  in  the  same 
way  that  everybody  is  bound  by  a  public  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, 

(«)  Cro.  Eliz,  793. 
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1859. 

FULLBK 
V. 

Redmav. 
(No.  1.) 


menty  thoagh  be  knows  nothing  whatever  of  it.  To 
remedy  that  defect,  the  4th  k  5th  of  Will,  k  Mary,  c  20, 
was  passed,  which  enacted,  that  no  judgment  which  was 
not  docketted  and  entered  in  books  kept  for  that  pur- 
pose should  have  any  preference  against  heirs,  executors 
or  administrators  in  the  administration  of  assets.  Then 
came  the  Act  for  the  abolition  of  imprisonment  for 
debt  (I  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  19),  which  enacts,  that 
no  judgment  shall,  by  virtue  of  that  Act,  affect  any 
lands  **  as  to  purchasers,  mortgagees  or  creditors,"  un- 
less and  until  a  memorandum,  in  the  form  there  stated, 
shall  be  left  with  the  Senior  Master  of  the  Common 
Pleas. 


But  the  act  does  not  use  the  words  used  in  the 
statute  of  Will.  &  Mary,  or  words  to  that  effect, 
namely,  that  it  shall  not,  until  so  registered,  have  pre- 
ference against  an  heir,  executor  or  administrator  over 
any  other  debts  in  the  administration  of  assets.  In 
that  state  of  the  law,  of  course,  the  old  law  remained 
untouched. 


But  then  comes  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  1 1,  s.  1,  which  puts 
an  end  to  and  prevents  any  docketting  from  taking 
place  under  the  statute  of  WiU.  &  Mary.  The  conse- 
quence is,  that  no  dockets  at  all  can  now  be  entered, 
and  the  result  is*  that  it  practically  puts  an  end  to  the 
possibility  of  making  a  docket,  and  puts,  therefore, 
an  end  to  the  application  of  that  statute.  Having  made 
no  provision  with  respect  to  the  preference  against 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators  in  the  administration 
of  assets,  the  question  arises,  what  is  to  be  done  in  that 
state  of  things?  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  old  law 
is  restored  and  must  remain  exactly  as  if  the  statute 
of  Will.  &  Mary  had  been  simply  repealed,  and,  so  far 

as 
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as  this  question  is  concerned,  had  been  simply  put  an        18.59. 
end  to. 

What  the  old  law  was  is  really  not  in  doubt;  Tor 
although  Mr.  Lloyd  argued  that  subsequent  cases  cast 
some  doubt  upon  Littleton  v.  Hibbins  (a),  still,  in  fact, 
they  are  all  consistent  with  it.  What  makes  it  more 
clear  is  this : — that  it  was  to  remedy  that  very  defect  in 
the  law  that  the  Act  of  William  k  Mary  was  passed. 
These  judgments  being  matters  of  record,  and  having, 
by  law,  a  preference  as  against  heirs,  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, it  was  in  order  to  prevent  that  occurring, 
unless  through  a  docket  properly  kept  in  a  book  for 
that  purpose,  facility  and  means  should  be  given  to 
persons  to  ascertain  what  judgments  there  were,  instead 
of  going  and  searching  the  whole  of  the  judgment  rolls, 
which  would  have  been  a  very  fatiguing  and  trouble- 
some process.  That  being  so,  and  dockets  being  put  an 
end  to  by  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  old  law  is  restored,  and  that  I  have  no  option  on 
the  subject.  If  I  could  help  it,  I  would  not  have  dis- 
allowed to  the  administrator  moneys  which  he  has  bon& 
fide  paid  in  payment  of  debts,  as  against  a  debt  due  on 
record,  of  which  he  really  had  no  notice.    ' 

I  purposely  pass  by  the  question  whether  he  had 
notice  or  not.  The  evidence  on  that  point  was  ex- 
tremely imperfect,  and  was  merely  inferential. 

Even  assuming  that  the  administrator  had  no  notice, 
I  think  that  the  law  is  against  him  on  this  subject,  and 
that  I  have  no  power  to  allow  these  payments  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  assets.  The  certificate  must  therefore  be 
corrected. 

(o)  Cro,  Eliz.  793. 
VOL.  XXVI.  R  R 
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PRETTY  V.  SOLLY. 

riiHE  Defendant  agreed  to  purchase  from  the  Plaio- 
^  tifls  a  small  piece  of  freehold  land,  with  a  cottage 
erected  thereon,  which  had  formerly  been  allotted  by 
the  commissioners  under  an  Inclosure  Act  of  the  45 
Geo.  3,  c.  xcii. 


Jmn.  24,  29. 

Roles  of  COD- 
•tming  tta- 
tntfty  where  a 
general  enact- 
ment in  h 
would  orer- 
ridea  par- 
ticular one, 
and  where  two 
parts  of  it  are        The  Defendant  insisted  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  not 

con^ictOTy.    ghewn   a   right  to   the    minerals,  and    he   refused  to 

The  woro  ®  ' 

"  soil**  in  an       complete. 
Indosare  Act 
hild  to  mean 

"  surface."  The  Plaintiffs  thereupon  instituted  this  suit  for  a  spe- 

Specibc         ^.jg^  performance :  and  a  reference  was  made  as  to  title. 

performance  of  ^  ' 

a  contract  for    The  Chief  Clerk  found,  that  a  good  title  could  be  made 
held  under  an    ^  ^^^  allotment,  cottage  and  premises,  except  as  to  the 


Inclosure  Act 
refused,  it  ap- 
pearing upon 
the  context 
that  the  right 
of  the  lord  to 
the  minerals 
in  the  allotted 
lands  had  not 
heen  affected 
hy  the  Act 

An  Inclo- 
sure Act  di- 
rected allot- 
ments for 


mines  and  minerals  (if  any)  under  them,  to  which  a  good 
title  could  not  be  made. 

A  motion  was  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  vary  the 
certificate. 

The  question  turned  on  the  terms  of  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament, the  material  parts  of  which  were  as  follows: — 
It  recited  that  there  were  (1)  common  meadows,  (2)  a 

tract 


public  and 

specific  purposes,  and  that  one-fifth  should  he  allotted  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  for  liis 
interest  m  the  *'  soil/*  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  common  lands  should  be  divided 
amongst  the  commoners,  to  be  held  in  severalty.  And  it  was  declared  that  the 
lords*  seignorial  rights  were  not  to  be  prejudiced,  except  the  right  to  the  "  soil,"  and 
that  the  lord  might  thereafter  enjoy  all  rents,  heriots,  &c.,  "  and  all  mines,  minerals, 
quarries  and  other  royalties,"  and  as  if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed.  Held,  tliat  the 
lord  retain'ed  his  rights  to  the  mines  and  minerals  under  the  laud  allotted  to  the  com- 
moners in  severalty. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

tract  of  waste,  called  Canford  Heathy  of  9,000  acres, 
(3)  waste  lands  in  Poole^  and  (4)  waste  mudlands. 
That  Mr.  Arrowsmith  claimed  to  be  the  lord  of  the 
manor  and  to  be  entitled  "  to  the  right  of  hoW*  of  and 
in  the  lands,  subject  to  the  rights  of  common,  &c.,  and 
that  "  it  would  be  advantageous  to  the  several  pro* 
prietors  and  persons  interested  in  the  said  common 
meadows,  heaths,  waste  lands  and  commonable  ground, 
**\(  the  same  were  divided,  and  specific  parts  thereof 
allotted  in  proportion  to  the  property,  rights  of  common 
and  other  interests  of  the  proprietors  therein ;"  and  the 
mudlands  were  allotted,  &c.  It  then  appointed  com- 
missioners, with  the  usual  powers. 
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By  the  14th  section,  all  the  expenses  of  carrying  the 
act  into  execution  were  to  be  paid  by  a  sale  of  the 
waste. 

By  the  17th  section,  the  commissioners  were  to  allot 
to  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  "  such  parts  and  par- 
cels of  the  heath  and  waste  lands  thereby  directed  to  be 
divided  and  enclosed"  as  they  should  think  proper,  **  as 
and  for  public  watering  places  for  cattle,  and  for  stone 
and  gravel  pits,  sand  and  clay  pits,  and  for  laying  and 
depositing  manure  and  rubbish,"  and  which  allotments 
were,  for  ever  thereafter,  to  be  used  by  the  surveyors  of 
the  highways. 

The  19th  section  directed  an  allotment  not  exceeding 
two  acres  to  be  made  to  the  corporation  of  Poole,  for 
supplying  the  town  with  water,  for  the  purpose  of  erect- 
ing a  conduit  head.  The  20th  directed  an  allotment 
for  a  turf  common  for  the  cottages  and  tenants  within 
each  tything. 


The  2 1st,  22nd,  23rd  and  24th  sections  directed  allot- 

R  R  2  ments 
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iSSfr.       ^MBBii  ^  c/  ae  Aid  w^su  hnds"  directed  to  be  ''  di- 


TW  ?r:k  sersioa  Accted  the  eonimssioiierB  to  allot 
kc-sESSeeask  of  the  wsste  hods  tbmt  should  remain 
E^mmri  Arrmaanik,  loid  of  the  mmnor  of  Grmt 
C^M^m^  *  ic  fin  of  mod  in  fbD  eompensatioa  for  his 
r^ht  sad  iatcfest  in  mud  to  the  unl  of  the  said 
TcspectivelTy  which  shall  be  awarded  by  tbie 
to  be  divided  and  allotted  under  and 
cf  this  act.* 


T^  2$ih  sectioQ  directed  a  certain  allotment  of  the 
resadne  to  be  made  to  certain  corporations  in  Poole  ;  and 
the  29ch  <Sxected  the  commissioners^  (after  making  the 
abofe  alicCments,)  to  "  drride,  set  out  and  allot**  all  such 
parts  of  the  said  common  meadows  and  other  cooi- 
Kpocabie  lands,  and  also  of  the  residue  of  the  said 
waste  lands,  intended  by  this  act  to  be  divided  and 
allotted,  as  shall  in  their  judgment  be  fit  and  proper 
to  be  diTidedy  allotted  or  inclosed,  to  be  held  in 
severalty  vnto  and  for  the  several  proprietors  thereof, 
and  persons  interested  therein,  in  satisfaction  of  their 
rights  of,  in,  over  and  upon  the  common  meadows,  com- 
monable lands  and  waste  lands  so  to  be  divided  and 
allotted. 

The  58th  section  was  as  follows : — **  And  be  it  fur- 
ther enacted,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  extend  or 
be  construed  to  extend  to  prejudice,  lessen  or  defeat  the 
right  and  title  of  the  said  Edward  Arrowsmithy  his  heirs 
or  assigns,  trustee  or  trustees  as  aforesaid,  as  lord  or 
lords  of  the  said  manor  of  Great  Canford^  of,  in  or  to 
any  seignories,  royalties  or  other  manorial  rights  inci- 
dent or  belonging  thereto  (other  than  and  except  the 

right 
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right  to  the  soil  of  the  waste  lands,  for  which  a  com- 
pensation is  hereinbefore  directed  to  be  made);  but  that 
the  said  Edward  Arrowsmith  or  the  lord  or  lords  of  the 
said  manor  for  the  time  being,  and  all  persons  claiming 
by,  from,  under  or  in  trust  for  him  and  them,  shall  and 
may,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  for  ever  here- 
after, have,  hold  and  enjoy  all  rents,  heriots,  forfeitures, 
services,  fines,  courts,  perquisites  and  profits  of  courts, 
and  all  mines,  minerals,  quarries  and  other  royalties, 
jurisdictions  and  privileges  to  the  said  manor  incident, 
appendant,  belonging  or  appurtenant  (except  clay  and 
the  right  to  the  soil  as  aforesaid),  in  as  full,  ample  and 
beneficial  a  manner,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  what- 
soever, as  he  and  they  might  or  ought  to  have  held 
and  enjoyed  the  same  in  case  this  Act  had  not  been 
made." 


609 


1859. 


Pretty 

V. 
SOLLT. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Jolliffe^  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
contended,  that  the  word  '*  soil"  in  the  27th  section  of 
the  act  included  mines  and  minerals,  and  that  the  lords 
being  compensated  by  the  allotment  directed  to  be  made 
to  them  by  that  section,  for  their  right  and  interest  in 
the  mines  and  minerals  in  the  waste  lands,  as  part  of 
the  soil,  they  must  be  treated  as  excepted  from  the  re- 
servation of  the  lords'  rights  contained  in  the  58th 
section,  and,  consequently,  that  they  belonged  to  the 
commoners  to  whom  the  waste  lands  were  allotted. 

Mr.  Z/o^cf  and  Mr.  Hemming ^  for  the  Defendant. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  : — Riddells.  White(a)\ 
Ward  v.  Cecil  (b) ;  Totcnley  v.  Gibson  (c) ;  Micklethwait 
V.  Winter  id). 

The 


(o)  1  Am.  281. 
{p)  2  Vem.ni. 


(f)  2  Ttrm  R.  701. 
((/)  6  Exch.  644. 


'fill  LcSa 


Wiica.  v^  igctBTsble  to  pftfticnlar 

■vrr  clear,  the 
TW  rale  is,  that 
t  and  a  general 
and  the  latter,  Uken 
V  vovU  overmle  the 
be  operatiTey  and 
fee  feikcn  to  affect  ooly 
^e  TCttrr  smrs  <ir  tae  sBnae  to  vUcb  it  may  properly 


A£KiL»  wagigig  tvo  parts  of  a  statate  are  contra- 
Sksotj,  t3K  Ccort  laJLaiuTs  to  gire  a  distinct  inter- 
gigncLa  %»  each  of  thesy  by  Inoking  at  the  context. 


TW  cnestxtt  epos  tkis  Inclosore  Act  arises  in  this 
: — uie  acs  relates  to  certain  interests  of  the  lord  of 
t^  saner  of  Ckmfmd^  by  the  58th  section  it  reserves 
to  tbe  Vocd  of  the  VMiior  all  manorial  rights,  except 
the  rig^bt  to  the  9oiK  and  enacts  that  be  may  thence- 
forth bold  and  enjoy  all  rents,  &c.,  ''  and  all  nriJtef, 
minerals,  quarries,'*  kc,  incident  to  the  manor  (''ex- 
cept clay  and  the  right  to  the  soil  as  aforesaid*'),  as  if 
the  act  had  not  been  made. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  clause  extends  to  the 
interest  of  the  lord  in  all  the  lands  inclosed  under  this 

Act 

(m)  See  Simmdeu  t.   The   Umi-       Bankam*t  Ca$e,  B  Co.  Rep,\\Sb; 
xenity  afOjrford,Sir  W.  Jones,  1 7 ;       ChurckUl  v.  Create,  5  Biug,  1 80. 
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Act  of  Parliament,  or  only  to  a  portion  of  them.  If  it  1859.. 
is  expressly  stated,  in  other  parts  of  the  act,  that  the 
mines  and  minerals  are  contained  in  the  enactments 
before  mentioned;  and  if  there  are  other  parts  of  the 
act  to  which  this  general  clause  would  apply,  I  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  general  clause  would  not  affect 
the  previous  particular  enactment.  It  is,  therefore, 
necessary  to  observe  what  the  act  professes  to  do.  It 
recites,  in  effect,  that  there  are  four  different  sorts  of 
property  to  be  inclosed,  namely,  certain  common  mea- 
dow, Canford  Heathy  lands  in  the  town  of  Poole  and 
mud  land;  and  the  mode  in  which  it  deals  with  them  is 
as  follows : — 

The  12th  section  gives  directions  as  to  how  the  old 
enclosures  are  to  be  dealt  with,  the  1 7th  and  19th  directs 
allotments  to  be  made  for  public  purposes,  including  a 
conduit  head,  and  the  20th  section  directs  the  second 
allotment  for  turbary  for  the  cottagers,  and  the  sections 
from  21  to  24  direct  the  third  allotments  which  are  in  lieu 
of  tithes.  Then  comes  the  27th  section  which  directs 
the  fourth  allotment  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  in  lieu 
of  bis  right  and  interest  in  the  soil  of  the  waste  lands. 
The  28th  directs  the  fifth  allotment  of  certain  lands  to 
the  town  of  Poole,  and  the  29th  section  directs  the  sixth 
allotment  of  the  residue  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
moners. Then  comes  the  68lh,  or  the  special  saving 
clause,  what  is  in  these  words  [see  ante,  p.  610]. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  reservation  of  minerals 
extends  to  all  the  lands  enclosed  in  which  the  lord  has 
any  interest,  or  is  confined  to  certain,  and  if  so,  to  what 
portions  of  them. 

I  think  I  can  dispose  of  the  cases  cited,  none  of  theot 
are  precisely  in  point.      In  one  case(fl),  the  mines  were 

not 

(fl)  Townley  v.  Gibson,  2  Ttrvi  Rep.  701. 
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ll§uS&.  *f34  reserrcd  to  the  Icrdy  mod  there  can  be  no  questioo, 
that  that  ca^e  wo«Id  apply,  if  the  woids  "  mines  and 
■hineTay  were  not  speoaMy  mentioned  in  the  58th  clause, 
and  the  lord's  r^bt  to  them  had  been  disposed  of  by 
preiioas  chases.  The  29th  section,  which  directs  the 
allotments  to  be  made  to  the  commoners,  and  the  27tb, 
which  eires  compensation  to  the  lord  for  his  right  to  the 
soil,  are  qaite  genenl,  and  it  is  clear,  that  if  the  question 
depended  on  those  two  sections  alone,  they  would  neces- 
saniy  include  all  the  minerals,  but  the  58th  clause  says, 
that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  prejudice  the  lord's 
right  to  the  mines  and  minerals. 

It  is  said,  that  the  58th  section  does  not  apply  to  or 
include  the  waste  lands  when  enclosed  and  allotted  to 
the  commoners,  because,  by  the  special  enactment  (the 
27tb)  a  compensation  is  provided  for  the  lord  for  bis 
interest  in  these  lands,  and  that  there  are  other  lands 
to  which  this  section  may  apply,  namely,  those  which 
are  to  be  allotted  for  public  purposes,  and  to  provide 
fuel  for  the  cottagers,  as  to  wliich,  nothing  is  done  to 
disturb  the  right  of  the  lord  to  the  minerals. 

I  cannot,  howerer,  see  any  thing  to  limit  this  68th 
section,  and  I  think  so  the  more,  from  the  peculiar  use 
of  the  word  "  soil."  Prima  facie  it  would  include  every 
thing  above  or  below  it,  but  the  word  "  soil"  is  throughout 
this  act  used  as  distinct  from  the  word  'Mand." 

The  6tb  section  authorizes  the  commissioners  to 
determine  any  dispute  of  any  parties  "  interested  in  the 
said  lands,"  but  not  their  title,  and  the  7th  declares  the 
determination  of  the  commissioners,  touching  the  right 
of  the  soil,  to  be  final.  My  impression  is,  that  in  this  Act 
of  Parliament  the  use  of  the  word  "  soil"  is  distinct  from 
"  land." 

This 
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This  act  directs^  that  the  allotment  to  be  made  to 
the  lord  is  to  be  ''  in  lieu  of  and  in  full  compensation 
for"  his  "  right  and  interest  in  and  to  the  soil."  Now, 
referring  to  the  dictionaries,  I  find  ih^t  Johnson's  second 
definition  of  the  word  "  soil"  is,  "earth  considered  with 
relation  to  its  vegetative  qualities."  And  in  Richardson^ 
the  definition  of  the  word  is  this: — '' The  earth,  land, 
ground ;  land  with  reference  to  its  produce." 

There  is  a  clear  distinction  between  "soil"  and 
"  land  "  (a). 

I  think  the  word  "soil"  throughout  the  act  is  used 
as  equivalent  to  "surface,"  though  if  the  question  rested 
on  the  27th  and  28th  sections  alone,  without  the  58th 
or  saving  clause,  I  should  have  held,  that  the  word 
"soil"  included  the  minerals,  and  that  these  sections 
depiived  the  lord  of  his  right  to  them.  But  I  see 
nothing  in  these  clauses,  or  in  the  act,  to  limit  the 
operation  of  the  58th  section,  and  I  cannot,  without 
introducing  additional  words  into  that  section,  limit  its 
operation  to  the  mines  under  one  species  of  allotment 
more  than  another;  they  are  all  given  alike,  and  the 
27th  clause,  giving  the  lord  compensation  for  his  right 
to  the  soil  of  all  the  lands  awarded,  is  consistent  with 
this  view,  and  with  the  distinction  between  the  words 
"  land"  and  "  soil"  as  used  in  the  act. 

The  Chief  Clerk's  certificate  must,  therefore,  be  con- 
firmed. 

On  further  consideration,  the  bill  was  dismissed  with 
costs. 


1859. 


{a)  Webster's  3rd  definition  of 
■oil  »— "  3.  The  upper  stratum 
of  earth ;  the  mould  or  that  com- 
pound substance  which  furnishes 


nutriment  to  plants,  or  which  is 
particularly  adapted  to  support 
and  nourish  them." 
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FULLER  r.  REDMAN.     (No.  2.) 

t^    npHE  testator,  Mr.  Rtdmam^  died  in  1855,  and  in  Jvly^ 

I  $56,  a  decree  was  made  for  the  administration  of 

his  estate.     Coder  this  decree,  the  execators  of  Mr. 

Tsner  came  in  and  claimed  a  debt  of  178/.,  as  due 

from  the  testator  Mr.  Redman, 


Messrs.  Atkimsom^  who  were  other  creditors,  objected 

to  the  admission  of  Twrmers  debt,  on  the  ground  that 

it  was  barrird  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.     It  ap- 

W  fenkm     peared  from  the  testator*s  ledger,  that  a  balance  of  162/. 

ly^^m^        was  due  to  Tamer  in  1843;  this  was  the  last  entry 

vUck  B  tk*     establishing  the  debt,  but  the  circumstances  relied  on, 

te  4ccRe.       ^^  taking  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  were  as  follows : — 
AamW 

b^racnvfitor  In  1847,  Mr.  Redman  being  insolvent,  his  creditors* 
^B^^    gave  him  a  letter  of  licence,  dated  the  27th  of  November, 

peod  th«  1847. 

o^entioii  of 

IbeSimtttteof 

Ltnitatioiit.  Such  letter  of  licence  was  in  the  following  terms  :— 

Mf^meot  lo  "  Mr.  Giro.  Clactnng  Redman,  of  Lime  Street,  mer- 
ofthe  ^tute  ^  chant,  having  proposed  to  us,  the  undersigned  his  ere- 
of  Limitaiions  ditors,  to  devote  himself,  for  a  period  of  three  years 
tothecrtdi-     ^^^^  this  date,  under  the  direction  of  inspectors,  to 

tor;  and,         prosecute  his  claims  upon  Grovemment  and  to  realize 

temhU^  that  . 

ont  to* his         bis  assets  to  the  best  advantage,  and  having  also  offered 

gent  it  tuf-     1^  apply,  to  the  liquidation  of  his  debts,  such  part  of 

any  salary  or  profits  in  business  he  may  receive  during 
the  said  period  of  three  years,  as  his  inspectors  may 
think  proper,  we  do  hereby  agree  to  grant  him  a  letter 
of  licence  for  three  years,  and  to  give  the  inspectors,  or 

the 


Fuller 

V. 
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the  majority  of  them,  authority  to  release  Mr.  Redman  1859. 
from  our  respective  debts,  at  any  lime  during  the  last 
three  months  of  the  term  of  three  years,  upon  his 
assigning  to  the  inspectors,  in  trust  for  his  creditors,  Redman. 
any  of  the  assets  which  shall  not  have  been  collected, 
provided  the  inspectors  shall  be  satisfied  that  the  said 
Geo.  Clavering  Redman  hath,  in  all  respects,  performed 
the  agreement  on  his  part.  And  we  further  agree  to 
execute  any  deed  for  carrying  this  arrangement  into 
efi'ect,  which  shall  be  approved  of  by  the  inspectors. 
And  we  agree  to  Geo.  Fred.  Young j  Wm.  Hutlon  and 
Geo.  Fuller  being  the  inspectors.  Dated  this  27th  day 
of  November^  1847. 

The  letter  of  licence  was  executed  by  several  persons 
and  firms,  about  thirty  in  number,  including  Turner. 
The  amount  of  his  debt  was  not  stated,  but  that  was 
supplied  from  the  debtor's  ledger. 

Redman  accordingly  prosecuted  his  claims  but  without 
success.  Afterwards,  by  a  deed  bearing  date  the  4th 
of  November^  1850,  but  really  executed  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  three  years,  Redman  assigned  all  his 
property  to  the  inspectors  in  trust  to  pay  the  creditors 
who  had  executed  the  letter  of  licence.  And  the  in- 
spectors thereby  released  him  from  the  debts  of  those 
creditors  who  had  signed  the  letter  of  licence.  This 
deed  was  executed  afler  the  expiration  of  the  three 
years  and  without  notice  to  or  communication  with  the 
creditors. 

The  Chief  Clerk  allowed  the  debt,  but  Messrs.  Atkin- 
son took  out  a  summons  to  vary  the  certificate,  so  far  as 
it  found  that  the  executors  of  Turner  were  creditors  for 
178/.  by  striking  the  same  out  as  disallowed. 

The 


616  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1859.  The  c&se  was  adjoarned  into  Court. 


TfiLi^mm. 


Mr.  R.  Pmimer  and  Mr.  C  C  Barber,  for  Messrs. 
r^'sV      ^'^^i*«0"9  afpied,  that  the  letter  of  licence  and  deed 

Doc^  in  form,  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 


Statate  of  Limitations ;  secondly,  that  the  acknowledg- 
awnt  neceigarr  for  that  purpose  must  be  made  to  the 
creditors  and  not  to  a  third  party;  thirdly,  that  the 
deed  of  1850  vas  invalid,  but,  if  valid,  then  that  it 
operated  as  a  release  of  the  debts. 

Mr.  W.  Peartom^  for  the  executors  of  I\irmer. 

The  debt  is  still  existing  and  is  not  affected  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  The  executors  are  not  bound 
to  raise  that  objection  to  existing  debts;  they  alone 
have  a  right  to  plead  the  statute,  and  mere  creditors 
are  not  entitled  to  interfere  and  put  forward  that 
objection.  Secondly,  the  inatruments  executed  by  the 
debtor  suspended  the  operation  of  the  statute.  Thirdly, 
they  amount  to  an  **  acknowledgment"  in  writing  of 
the  debt,  from  which  a  new  promise  to  pay  will  be 
inferred. 

Mr.  Ucyd  and  )Ir.  Dt  Gtx  for  the  executors. 

The  following  cases  were  cited : — Jamner  ▼•  Smart  (a) ; 
Hart  V.  Prtrnderytst  (6) ;  SidM>eU  v.  MaMon  (c) ;  Moumt' 
siepken  t.  Brooke  (d) ;  JESdke  ▼.  Nohes  (e) ;  BailUe  v. 
Lord  ImcAiymU  (J) ;  GremfeU  ▼.  GirdUstame  (  g) ;  Hat- 
Uday  V.  Ward{k);  Ckeslyn  ▼.  Bally  (i);  SmUh  v. 
Poote  (k) ;   Edmonds  v.  Goater  (/) ;  Howcutt  ▼.  Bon- 

ser 

(•)  6  Bmrm  ^  C.  «>3.  (g)  2   Tam^  ^   C.  (EtdL) 

(^}  14  Mtrt  4  IT.  745.  662. 

(r)  2  Hurl.  4  X  306.  (k)  3  Cmmp.  32. 

{J)  3  Bmm,  6'  Jid.  HI.  (i)  4  Yommge  4  CM  238. 

(r)  Moo.  4  M.  303.  (k)  12  Sm.  17. 

(/)  I  E^.  435.  (0  15  Bwv.  415. 
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ft 

ier(a);   Williams  v.  Griffith  (b);  A' Court  v.  Cross  (c);        1859. 
Hart   V.   Prendergast  {d) ;    Moodie  v.   Bannister  (e) ; 
Everett  v.  Robinson  if) ;  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  «.  3 ;  9  Geo.  4, 

C.  14 ;  3*4  TR/i  4,  C.  42,  «.  6.  Redman. 

(No.  2.) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  point  raised  by  Mr.  Pearson  is,  that  it  is  not 
open  to  any  one  but  the  executor  to  set  up  the  defence 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  That  appears  to  be  con- 
trary to  what  I  have  on  all  occasions  considered  to  be 
the  result  of  the  authorities.  I  refer  to  two  decisions 
on  the  subject.  In  Ex  parte  Dewdney  {g\  Lord  Eldon 
said  : — ''  In  the  administration  of  assets  under  a  credi- 
tor's bill,  executors  are  not  bound  to  plead  the  Statute  of 
Limitations;  and  if  they  do  not,  the  creditor  filing  the 
bill  will  have  a  decree  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
creditors,  and  will  be  paid ;  but  the  constant  course  in 
the  Master's  office  is  to  take  the  objection  against 
other  creditors,  and  to  exclude  from  the  distribution 
those  who,  if  legal  objections  are  brought  forward,  can- 
not make  their  claims  eflfectual." 

What  I  take  to  be  the  meaning  of  that  passage  is 
this, — if  any  person  comes  in  and  takes  the  benefit  of  a 
decree  obtained  by  a  creditor  whose  claim  would  have 
been  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations^  he  shall  not 
be  at  liberty  to  set  up  the  statute  against  the  Plaintiff 
whose  claim  is  the  foundation  of  the  decree;  but  be 
may  as  against  any  other  person,  although  the  executors 
do  not  bring  forward  that  objection. 

The  same  view  of  the  case  seems  to  have  been  taken 

in 

(n)  3  Etch,  Rep.  491.  (e)  4  Drew.  432. 

(6)  Ibid.  335.  (/)  4  Jur.  N.  S.  1083. 

(r)  3  Bing.  329.  (g)  15  Ve$.  498. 
(d)  14  Mees.  ^  W.  741. 
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1859.        >»  Briggs  v.  Wilson{a)y  by  Lord  Justice  Turner.     He 

says: — "If,  therefore,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  had 

been  set  up  in  this  case,  I  should  have  thought  that 

^^^''•'i"-      this  600/.  note  was  barred,  both  as  to  the  real  and  per- 
(No.  2.)  ^ 

sonal  estate.  But  the  Defendant,  who  is  both  executor 
and  devisee  in  trust,  has  not  set  up  the  statute ;  and  as 
to  tl)e  personal  estate,  it  is  not,  I  think,  competent  to 
the  parties  moving  before  us,  who,  as  to  that  estate,  are 
merely  in  the  situation  of  residuary  legatees,  now  to  set 
it  up  against  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit,  whatever  may  be 
their  right  as  against  other  creditors."  In  the  case  of 
Shewen  v.  Vanderhorst  (6),  under  the  common  decree  in 
an  administration  suit,  a  creditor  applied  to  prove  a 
debt  which  was  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  and  the  exe- 
cutors refusing  to  interfere,  the  Plaintiff,  a  residuary 
legatee,  insisted  on  setting  up  the  objection  of  the 
statute.  It  was  held,  that  it  was  competent  for  the 
Plaintiff,  or  any  other  party  interested  in  the  fund,  to 
take  advantage  of  the  statute  before  the  Master,  not- 
withstanding the  refusal  of  the  executors.  This  case 
was  first  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach,  and  it  was  after- 
wards affirmed  by  Lord  Brougham.  There  is  certainly 
a  distinction  between  the  case  of  a  Plaintiff  who  is 
allowed,  at  a  considerable  expense,  to  obtain  a  decree 
against  the  executor  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors 
.  where  a  creditor  comes  in  under  that  decree  and  attempts 
to  contest  the  propriety  of  the  decree  of  which  he  ob- 
tains the  benefit,  and  the  case  of  other  creditors  who 
come  in  to  prove  their  debts  under  that  decree. 

I  do  not  consider  the  case  of  Biiggs  v.  Wilson  (c)  an 

authority  against  the  cases  I  have  referred  to,  to  shew 

that  any  person  interested  may  not,  as  against  others, 

enforce  the  Statute  of  Limitations;  and  in  Moodie  v. 

Bannister, 

(a)  5  De  G.,  M  SfG.  21.  Russ,  *  Myl.  75. 

(6)  1  Hutt.  i  MifL  347,  and  2  (r)  5  Dt  G.,  M.  if  G.  12. 


Fuller 

V. 
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Bannister f  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  was  of  opinion  1859. 
that  it  was  competent  to  the  other  creditors,  or  to  any 
person  interested  in  the  estate,  to  take  the  objection, 
though  the  executor  should  neglect  or  decline  to  do  so.  Redman. 
It  is  a  different  thing  when  judgment  has  been  obtained 
against  the  executor,  or  where  he  has  known  nothing 
of  the  objection  and  has  paid  the  debt. 

The  question  then  roally  is,  whether  this  debt  is  barred 
by  statute.  On  this  there  are  two  points  raised  ;  first, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  instrument  of  1847,  which 
was  a  letter  of  licence  and  a  contract  not  to  sue  for  three 
years,  and  it  is  said  J,hat  this  suspended  the  operation 
of  the  statute  for  those  three  years.  I  dissent  from  this. 
If  there  had  been  a  covenant  against  setting  up  the 
statute  for  six  years  after  the  expiration  of  the  licence, 
it  would  be  so ;  but  unless  provided  against,  the  statute 
runs  from  the  time  when  the  debt  accrued. 

The  other  point  which  is  raised  to  take  this  debt  out 
of  the  operation  of  the  statute  is,  that  there  is  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  debt  by  the  deed  of  November, 
1850.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  amounts  to  no  acknow- 
ledgment at  all,  and  that  it  does  not  restore  the  liability 
of  the  debtor.  I  dissent  from  the  argument  that  equity 
differs  from  a  Court  of  Law  in  the  view  it  takes  of 
these  cases ;  it  is  a  legal  demand,  and  if  the  debt  cannot 
be  proved  at  law,  neither  can  it  in  equity.  It  does  not 
rest  on  equitable,  but  entirely  on  legal  grounds ;  and, 
on  questions  of  debt  or  no  debt,  the  Court  often  allows 
an  action  to  be  brought  to  try  whether  it  can  or  cannot 
be  sustained;  if  it  can,  the  Court  admits  the  debt  as 
against  the  estate.  The  real  question  is,  whether  this 
amounts  to  an  acknowledgment  or  a  promise  to  pay  the 
debt.  I  have  always  understood  that,  since  Lord  Ten- 
terden's  Act,  the  acknowledgment  or  promise  to  pay  must 

be 


Cass  is  chascc&t. 


f 


j-^.  f 


i&^  be  foade:  u  :se  cmSav.  TWre  sisht  have  been  some 
^"^^  yifffTim  vaedier  ul  atkflisvkdigscBt  if  made  to  an 
lesac  at'  3e  (seditijr  b  b«3€  sade  to  him.  The  receot 
jauase  jki  ii  laaii  ■  aA  daEcakj  as  to  promises  by  the 
9&ac  ac  coe  iehcac  However,  io  cqaitj,  it  woald  be 
caaaHacnea^  due  it  aa  a;>p&ratioo  were  made  by  the  so- 
jL'TGir  ir  ne  credicar,  and  the  debtor  wrote  to  say  that 
h&  iPouiii  larr  ihe  (tefec,  it  voaLd  be  the  same  as  if  be  had 
cbs  fvamme  la  the  credkcc  hrmiclf. 


Tbiere  lather  mns^be  a  pcociuse  to  paj,  or  an  acknow- 
kd^miBKC  ai  cae  dehc^  tmm  which  the  law  infers  a  pro- 
aurie  a>  pay,  as  dTa  ■«•  sajs^  ^  I  owe  yoii  10/."  it  is  not 
nr  fa»  pro^e  a  promise  to  pay,  for  it  is  the  neces- 
k^  iBdcreibre  that  he  means  to  pay  it.  But  if 
th«  adkaowiedganeaa  be  not  plain  and  simple,  bat  ac- 
compaoAed  by  agwething  ebe  conditional,  no  absolote 
pccmfieropaycaabeimp&ed.  In  JEdammdsr.Goaier{b), 
I  created  cc  as  essential  that  there  most  be  a  promise  to 


Bat  here  is  a  case,  in  which  the  inspectors  bad  power 
to  Hf  kase  certain  ciefats  within  the  last  three  months  of 
the  three  years ;  provided  all  his  property  was  assigned  to 
iasfwctorfw  The  debtor  executes  a  deed  after  that  time, 
by  which  be  pnrports  to  assign  his  property,  and  the 
iik^pectors  release  the  debts  of  the  creditors.  The  deed 
k  noft  stamped  nor  acted  on,  nor  are  any  proceedings 
taken  on  it.  Even  if  it  had  been,  I  should  be  of 
opinion  that  it  is  no  ad^nowledgment  to  the  creditors, 
and  that  it  comes  within  the  Exchequer  cases,  which 
hold  that  the  acknowledgment  must  be  made  to  the 
creditors,  and  that  a  letter  to  a  mere  stranger  will 
not  do.  This  deed  is  a  mere  agreement  with  other 
persons.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  finding  is  wrong, 
and  that  the  debt  must  be  expunged. 

(«)  19  4-  SO  net.  r.  97,  s.  13.  {kj  15  Bmv.  415. 
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1859. 


CREATED  V.  CREATED.  March  o,n, 

16. 

npHE  testator  Timothy  Greated,  by  his  will  dated  in  A  testator 
1834,  made  some  bequests  to  his  wife,  Mary  Ann  eltltetohis 

Greated,  and  he  further  declared,  that  she  should  have  cbilaren  and 
,  i/./i'i_   *^^®^r  hem  as 

one-thnd  part  of  the  net  annual  rents  and  profits  (which  tenants  in 

he  considered  as  or  in  lieu  of  her  dower),  for  and  during  common,  with 

"  °  a  giti  over  to 

the  term  pf   her  natural  life,   out  of  his  real  estates  the  survivors 
thereinafter  disposed  of,  and  which  one-third  net  annual  oVanVo/them 
rental  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her  accord-  dying  before 
ingly.     He  afterwards  proceeded   as  follows  :—"  with  their  body  or 
respect  to  my  real  estate,  consisting  of  house  and  premises  making  a  par- 
No.  13,  Ely  Place,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  houses  and  gition"  of  his 
premises  at  Ball  Court,  Gilt  spur  Street,  (being  Nos.  1  ^^^^\\^^^^' 
to  4  in  said  court,)  in  the  city  of  London,  and  houses  must  be  read 
and  premises,  land,  ground-rents  &c.  at  Stockwell,  South  ^^^^^  ^^^  j.|^j|, 

Lambeth,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  as  devised  to  me  by  dren  took  in 

,  .  T     •         1     •  11  1  7  J  ^^^i  ^"*  ^^*at 

my  late  sister,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  to  them  ana  x\\e  gift  over  in 

their  heirs  for  ever  as  follows,  viz.,  to  Charles  Augustine  the  event  of 
•^  '  "^  makmg  no 

Greated  five   thirtieth    parts,  to  Joseph    Greated  four  disposition 
ditto,  to  Timothy  Greated  four  ditto,  to  James  Greated  J^*'  35"*"' 
four  ditto,  to   William  Arthur  Greated  four  ditto,    to      A  testator 
Elizabeth    Greated  three    ditto,    to    Catherine    King  oflhe^rents 

Greated  three  ditto,  to  Emily  Greated  three  ditto,  to  of  his  real 

.  ,  .   .       estate  to  his 

bold  the  same  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  widow  for  life, 

tenants ;  and  in  the  event  of  any  of  them  dying  before  °°^  he  devised 
^  J        ^    J  •;     •^      -^  an  estate  at 

having  heirs  of  their  body  or  making  a  particular  dis-  li.,  in  thirtieth 
position  of  his  or  her  property,  then  and  in  that  case  his  cMldren  as' 

or  tenants  in 
common.  The 
residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  "  after  paying  his  mortgage  and  other  debts," 
he  left  to  be  divided  into  thirtieth  parts,  and  to  be  taken  by  the  same  and  in  the  same 
proportions  as  the  estate  at  B.  Held,  that  the  widow  took  no  interest  in  the  per- 
sonalty, and  that  the  mortgages  were  payable  primarily  out  of  the  residue  and  not  out 
of  the  mortgaged  estate,  under  the  17  &  18  Vict,  c.  113. 
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I3a&.  or  her  siare  to  go  to  the  surrivors  in  the  same  propor- 
txoGs,  as  aforesaid,  as  the  sonriTors  may  bear  to  each 
other.**  He  then  prorided  for  any  other  child  or  chil- 
dren being  bom  to  him  (which  Dever  happened),  and 
proceeded  thos : — ^  The  rest  and  residae  of  my  real  and 
personal  estate,  after  paying  my  mortgage  and  other 
debts  and  funeral  expenses,  I  leave  also  to  be  divided 
into  thirtieth  parts,  and  to  be  taken  by  the  same,  and  in 
the  same  proportions  and  with  the  same  provisoes,  as 
the  estates  partfcolarly  mentioned  are  given,  devised 
and  bequeathed.'* 

In  I  $00.  the  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will, 
whereby  he  declared,  that  any  freehold  property  which 
he  might  have  acquired  by  devise  or  purchase,  since 
the  executioQ  of  his  will  in  Ja/^,  1834,  should  fall  into 
the  residue,  subject  to  the  dower  of  his  wife  Mary  Ann 
GrtaUiL  And  he  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  the 
same  to  pass  as  if  in  possession  at  the  period  of  the 
date  thereof. 

The  testator  died  in  Ja/y,  1858,  but,  in  the  meantime, 
two  of  his  children,  Elizabeih  and  William  Arthur,  had 
died  without  having  been  married ;  Klizabtth  in  1846 
and  William  Arikmr  in  January^  1858. 

The  property  in  Ball  Court  was  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage of  75C>/.,  and  a  freehold  house  in  Charles  Street, 
of  which  the  testator  was  seised,  was  charged  with  an 
annuity  of  SOL 

Several' questions  arose  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
will  and  cndicil,  and  one  of  which  was,  whether  the 
testator's  sons  took  estates  tail  or  estates  in  fee  with 
an  executory  devise  over  in  their  respective  original 
shares  of  the  testator*s  real  estate.    A  second  question 

was, 
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was,  who  were  entitled  to  the  original  Bhare  of  William  1869. 
Arthur  Greated  and  Elizabeth  Greated,  and  whether 
the  surviving  sons  took  an  estate  in  fee  in  their  re- 
spective shares  of  such  two  original  shares.  A  third  Created. 
question  was,  whether  the  widow  was  entitled  to  a  life 
interest  in  one-third  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
and  the  after-acquired  realty. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Jessel,  for  the  two  PlaintiflTs 
(the  sons  and  executors  of  the  testator). 

The  devise  is  to  the  testator's  children  and  their  heirs, 
with  a  gift  over  to  the  survivor  '*  in  the  event  of  any  of 
them  dying  before  having  heirs  of  their  body  or  making 
a  particular  disposition.*"  This  is  a  devise  to  them  in  fee 
with  a  valid  executory  devise  over  in  the  events  specified, 
and  therefore  the  shares  of  Elizabeth  and  William,  who 
died  in  the  life  of  the  testator,  went  over  to  the  sur- 
viving children.  In  the  sentence  specifying  the  events 
on  which  the  gift  over  was  to  take  effect,  the  word 
"  or"  must  be  read  **  and  ;"  Eastman  v.  Baker  (a)  ;  Mor- 
rallv,  Sutton  (b);  Denn  d.  Wilkins  v.  Kemeys(c);  The 
Incorporated  Society  v.  Richards  {d ), 

The  gift  over  to  the  survivors  will,  therefore,  take 
effect  on  the  happening  of  the  two  events  contemplated, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  either  of  them  to  render  it  in- 
valid. The  gift  over  to  the  surviving  children  in  the 
first  event  of  any  children  **  dying  before  having  heirs  of 
their  body"  is  perfectly  valid  ;  for  the  first  gift  is  to  a 
class  of  persons  then  in  esse  with  a  gift  over  to  the 
survivors,  which  must  take  effect  within  proper  limits, 
whether  survivorship  points  to  the  death  of  the  child 

or 

(fl)  1  Taunt.  174.  (c)  9  Eatl,  366. 

(6)  1  thUl.  651.  {d)  1  Dm.  if  W.  258. 

S  s2 
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Gm£AT£0 
V, 

Ge£atco. 


or  of  the  testator;  Ive  ▼.  King  {a)  i  Newtom  ▼.  Bar- 
nardime  (6). 

The  codicil  of  1856  brings  the  will  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  but  the  29th  section,  limiting 
a  general  failare  of  issue,  does  not  apply ;  for  the  word 
which  is  used  seven  times  over  in  that  section  is 
"  issue," — here  the  expression  is  "  heirs  of  body,"  which 
is  not  the  same  thing.  Again,  the  section  does  not  apply 
where  the  words  are  not  the  same  or  when  the  word 
**  issue"  is  quali6ed,  as  **  dying  without  issue  under 
twenty^one ;"  Morris  v.  Morris  (c) ;  Harris  v.  Davis  (rf). 

If  this  be  an  indefinite  failure  of  heirs  of  the  body, 
then  the  children  may  possibly  take  an  estate  tail,  with 
a  devise  over  by  way  of  remainder ;  for  when  there  is 
a  devise  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and,  if  he  dies  without 
issue,  to  j8.,  a,  takes  an  estate  tail :  this  has  been 
settled  by  innumerable  authorities;  Jarman  on  Wills (e}. 
The  other  event  of  dying  without  making  a  disposition  is 
equally  valid;  Doe d.  Stevenson  v.  Glover  {f);  Beach- 
croft  V.  Broome  {g). 

Again,  the  '*  disposition"  confers  a  mere  power,  or 
may  mean  a  disposition  by  will,  in  either  of  which 
cases  the  gift  over  in  default  would  be  valid. 

The  fact  of  the  death  of  the  two  children  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator,  and  the  lapse  of  the  interest  in- 
tended for  them,  does  not  invalidate  the  ulterior  devise, 
but  accelerates  it ;  Avelyn  v.  Ward  (Ji) ;  Doe  d.  WUk 
V.  Scott  (i) ;  Ledsome  v.  Hickman  (k) ;  Bretton  v.  Le- 
thulier  (Z) ;  Humphreys  v.  Howes  (jn). 

Secondly. 


(a)  16  Beav.  46. 

(6)   Moore,  127,  pi.  275. 

(c)  17  Beav.  198. 

{d)  I  Co//y.  416. 

(0   Vol.  I,  p.  465  (2nd  edit.) 

(/)  1  C.  B.  Rep.  448. 


(g)  4  Term  Rep.  441. 

(A)  1  Vet.  sen,  420. 

(i)  3  Maule  Sr  S.  300. 

(k)  2  Vern.  611, 

(I)  Ibid.  653 

(m)  1  Rust.  4-  Myl.  639. 


Grbated 
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Secondly.  The  residue  of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  1859. 
and  the'after-acquired  real  estate,  are  given  to  the  chil- 
dren in  the  same  proportions,  and  the  widow  takes  no 
interest  in  the  personal  estate.  By  the  codicil,  the  Grbated. 
after-acquired  real  estate  falls  into  the  residue,  subject 
to  the  widow's  dower ;  the  testator  only  intended  her 
to  take  one-third,  but  if  she  first  takes  her  dower,  and 
then  one-third  of  the  remainder,  she  will  have  a  much 
greater  share  than  that  which  was  intended  by  the 
testator. 

Thirdly.  The  mortgage  for  700/.  on  the  Ball  Court 
property  is  payable,  primarily,  out  of  the  personal  estate. 
Though  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  113,  does  not  apply  to 
wills  made  before  the  1st  of  January,  1855,  still  the 
codicil,  in  this  case,  brings  the  will  down  to  1856, 
by  force  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  ss.  3,  4.  The  first  act 
does  not  apply  if  the  testator  "  has  signified  any  con- 
trary or  other  intention  ;"  here  he  has  done  so  by 
devising  the  residue,  "after  paying  my  mortgage  and 
other  debts."  Again,  the  act  only  applies  to  mort- 
gages, and  not  to  rent-charges  or  annuities.  The  cases 
before  this  act  required  not  only  a  charge  on  the  real 
estate,  but  an  exoneration  of  the  personal  estate. 

Mr.  SirJ,  for  the  widow  and  the  other  Defendants 
except  the  heir.  The  intention  of  the  testator  was,  that 
if  the  prior  interests  were  out  of  the  way,  those  subse- 
quent should  take  effect ;  Hannam  y,  Sims{a);  Jarman 
on  WilU  (Jb). 

Secondly.  The  widow  is  entitled  for  life  to  one-third 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate.  [Mr.  Jessel  admitted 
her  right  in  regard  to  the  real  estate.]     The  real  and 

personal 

(fl)  2  Dc  Gex  ^  Jones,  151.  (6)   VoL  2,  p.  667  (2nJ  eJ.) 
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1859. 

Created 

V. 

Created. 


perdonal  estate  are  blended  and  given  together  in  the 
same  way,  and  if  she  takes  one-third  of  the  read  estate, 
she  must  also  take  one-third  of  the  personal. 

Mr.  G.  L.  Russell,  for  the  heir  at  law.  I  admit  that 
the  word  "or"  must  be  read  "  and,"  but  the  effect  will 
be  to  infuse  into  the  whole  disposition  the  invalidity  of 
the  gift  over,  in  the  event  of  making  no  disposition,  and 
to  make  the  whole  gift  over  void.  It  is  quite  settled, 
that  a  gift  over  in  default  of  the  donee  making  a  dis- 
position, is  inconsistent  and  repugnant,  for  the  right  to 
the  property  cannot  be  separated  from  the  jus  dispch 
nendi ;  Ross  v.  Ross  (a)  ;  Re  Yalden  (6) ;  Grey  v.  Mon- 
tague (c) ;  Green  v.  Harvey  {d)  ;  Cuthbert  v.  Pur- 
rier  {e)  ;  Holmes  v.  Godson  (f),  in  which  Doe  d. 
Stevenson  v.  Glover  {ff)  was  doubted. 

Mr.  Jessel,  in  reply. 


March  16. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  is,  what  estate  the  eight  persons 
whose  names  are  mentioned  take  in  the  lands  devised 
to  them,  and  it  involves  the  question,  whether  the  word 
"  or"  between  the  words  "  dying  before  having  heirs  of 
their  body,"  and  the  words  "  making  a  particular  dis* 
position  of  his  or  her  property,"  is  to  be  read  disjunc- 
tively or  conjunctively.  I  think,  upon  the  assump' 
tion  that  the  word  "or"  must  be  read  "and,"  that  the 
estate  taken  by  the  devisees  is  an  estate  in  fee,  with  an 

executory 


(«)  1  Jac.  Sf  W.  154. 
(6)  1  De  G.,  Ai.  ^  G,  53. 
(0  2  Eden,  205, 
(</}  1  Hare,  428. 


(e)  Jacob,  415. 

(f)  2Jur.  N.  S.  383. 

(g)  1  C.  B.  448. 
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executory  devise  over  on  the  happening  or  not  hap- 
pening of  a  particular  double  event,  viz.  the  failure  of 
heirs  of  the  body  and  of  the  making  of  a  particular  dis- 
position by  the  devisee.  If  the  latter  branch  of  the 
alternative  were  omitted,  it  would  be  simply  an  estate 
tail  in  the  devisee.  It  would  be  a  devise  to  one  and  his 
heirs,  with  a  devise  over  in  the  event  of  his  dying 
without  heirs  of  the  body.  But  if  the  event  on  which 
the  gift  was  to  take  effect  is  the  double  event,  then  the 
first  estate  cannot  be  treated  as  an  estate  tail,  but  it 
must  be  an  estate  in  fee,  with  a  gift  over  on  the  hap- 
pening of  the  particular  contingency,  which  consists  of 
two  events,  viz.  the  "  particular  disposition"  by  the  de- 
visee and  the  failure  of  the  heirs  of  his  body  ;  and  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  I  must  so  treat  it. 


1869. 


Created 

V. 

Created. 


The  cases  cited  to  me  sufficiently  establish,  that  the 
Court  will  convert  the  word  "or"  into  "and"  where 
the  context  requires  it,  although  the  effect  may  be,  that 
the  sentence  so  altered  may  contain  a  condition  re* 
pugnant  to  the  character  of  the  estate  given. 


The  Incorporated  Society  v.  Richards  {a)  is  an  in- 
stance where  this  has  been  done.  The  words  in  that 
case  were  these: — "shall  die  without  issue  or  make  any 
will."  In  the  present,  the  words  are,  shall  "  die  before 
leaving  an  heir  of  the  body  or  make  a  particular  dispo- 
sition." It  is  impossible  to  find  two  cases  more  nearly 
alike,  and  turning  "  or"  into  "  and,"  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  condition  is  repugnant  to  the  estate  given, 
and  that  a  gift  over  after  an  estate  in  fee  on  not  making 
a  particular  disposition  is  wholly  void.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  go  through  the  cases  on  this  part  of  the  subject, 
because  it  is  clear  that  where  an  estate  is  given  to  one 

in 

(tf)  1  Drury  ^  War.  258. 


G 

V 
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1^59.  in  f<e.  vhh  2  gift  OTer  in  case  he  shall  not  dispose  of 
the  estate,  the  gift  orer  is  wholly  Toid  as  repugnant, 
axui  i:  is  so  liere,  although  it  is  coupled  with  another  con- 
tingeccT,  which,  sunding  by  itself,  would  be  effective. 

The  questioQ  is,  if  this  is  an  estate  tail  or  an  estate 
in  fee  rn  the  first  instance.  If  I  read  it  disjuoctiTely,  I 
coold  cot  hold  that  an  estate  to  a  man  and  heirs,  with 
a  cooditicQ  to  go  orer,  in  either  of  these  events,  would 
make  it  an  estate  tail. 

I  aL«o  thiok  that  the  question  on  this  will  is  distinct 
from  that  class  of  cases  where  a  testator  gives  property 
to  A,  and  directs  that,  in  case  of  his  neglect  or  refusal 
to  do  an  act  within  a  definite  period  after  the  testator's 
decease,  then  to  B,,  in  which  case,  if  it  happens  that 
the  prior  devisee  or  legatee  dies  in  the  life  of  the  tes- 
tator, the  gift  over  to  B.  takes  effect  It  is  unnecessary 
to  go  through  the  minute  distinctions  which  have  pre- 
vailed in  the  cases  on  this  subject,  which  have  esta- 
blished and  supported  thedoctrineof  ^refyn  v.  Ward{a)f 
and  Doe  d.  Wells  v.  Scoii(b)y  and  are  perfectly  consistent 
with  Calthorpe  v.  Gough{c),  cited  in  Doo  v.  Brabant  {d), 
and  the  other  cases  of  Williams  v.  Chitty  (e),  and  Tarbuck 
V.  Tarbuck  (f)y  before  Lord  Cottenham^  which  was  a 
gift  to  a  class  and  not  to  an  individual,  and  is  fully 
stated  in  Jarman  on  Wills  {g). 

These  cases  all  go  to  shew,  that  in  the  present  case, 
even  if  the  gift  over  was  unaffected  by  its  being  limited 
to  take  effect  on  an  event  inconsistent  with  the  previous 
estate  given,  still  that  the  gift  over  could  not  take  effect, 

but 

(/i)  1  Ves,  ten,  420.  (e)  3  Vet.  jun.  545. 

(6)  3  M.  4  Sel.  300.  ( /)  4  Law  J.  (  N,  S.)  CX  129. 

(f )  4  Term  Rep.  707,  n.  (g)    Vol.  2  {2nd  ed.),  390. 
((/)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  393. 
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but  that  it  would  altogether  have  failed  by  reason  of  the        1869. 
death  of  the  devisee  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  v^*v-^i/ 

Created 

V. 

The  consequence  of  so  holding  is,  that  the  shares  Greatkd, 
devised  to  Elizabeth  and  William  Arthur  lapsed  and 
fall  into  the  residue,  and  they  must  be  disposed  of  as 
part  of  such  residue,  inasmuch  as  the  wi^  by  means  of 
the  codicil,  is  brought  under  the  operation  of  the  late 
Wills  Act.  But  this  does  not  go  on  toties  quoties, 
and  the  result  of  this  lapse  will  be,  that  the  share  given 
to  Elizabeth  and  William  Arthur,  when  it  forms  part 
of  the  residue,  will  be  undisposed  of,  and  will  go  to  the 
heir  at  law  and  next  of  kin  respectively. 

I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  the  widow  takes  no  interest 
in  the  personal  estate.  She  takes  an  interest  in  the 
residuary  real  estate  by  the  will,  and  her  dower  only  in 
the  after-acquired  realty  by  the  codicil.  Mr.  Jessel 
pointed  out,  that  the  widow  takes  one-third  of  after- 
acquired  freeholds  before  they  fall  into  the  residue,  and 
if  she  took  one-third  of  the  residue  also,  she  would 
take  five-ninths. 

The  last  point  is,  whether  the  mortgage  is  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  estate  on  which  it  is  charged,  or  out  of  the 
general  personal  estate.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  into 
the  question  as  to  Locke  King*s  Act,  for  there  is  a  dis- 
tinct direction  in  the  will,  that  the  debts  shall  be  paid 
out  of  the  residue.  He  gives  the  "  residue  of  his  real 
estate,  after  paying  his  mortgage  and  other  debts,"  &c. 
The  consequence  is,  that  the  residue  must  pay  the 
mortgage  and  other  debts,  and  the  funeral  expenses, 
and  after  that,  there  will  be  a  division. 


^' 


VICKEftS  r.  HAXD- 


r»  «>  ^      ^X  -Jie  :  id  If  Ja^mtj.  1S58,  the  Plaintiff  agreed 
&  rrrr     t      ^^^     "^  p«irc2a5e  an  estate  firoai   the    Defeodant   for 


*  ^^-  2S,I3X  Tiii  ii.r*i  cootiitko  of  sak  providedy  that  a 
deposzc  'ic  I  ?c  re*  cent,  sboold  be  paid,  and  it  pro- 
ceeiei   t!i^i:§ : — ^  Acd  t^  remainder  of  the  purchase- 


In,  pftaiifa  Sir   moccy  ssall  be  paid  oo  the  24th  day  of  Jmmt  next, 
^^  ,yfcjl^       when  tri»»  j«rcLa5e  shall  be  completed.     And  if,  from 


wmA^oxk-     amy  asmse  rinUr^r^  the   payment   and   completion   is 
"™  delayed    after   the  time  abore   limited,   the   purchaser 


F'*^'^^^*i     shall   MT  interest  at  o/-  per  cent,  on   his   porchase- 
rtxa, "-  If,  mooey   frcm  thence  ontil    payment.**     By   the   fourth 

"ka£-       condition,  the  purchaser  was  to  be  entitled  to  the  re- 
'tbepcn^  ceipt  of  the  rents  and   pro6u  from  the  25th  day  of 

l^be  ecm-       ^^axA  next, 
pined,  the 


mostpajm-         j\^^  gftj,  condition  was   to   this  effect:— "The  ab- 

Umt  froai  toe  ... 

time  fixed,        stract  of  the  title  to  the  purchased  premises,  subject  to 

**'^''°^.     .      the  conditions  hereinafter  contained,  shall  be  ready  for 

completioo  is  '  ^ 

debjed  be-  delivery  to  the  purchaser  thereof,  at  the  office  of  the 

tpecified  in"*  v^twlor's  solicitor,  within  one  month  after   the  day  of 

consequence  sale."     Objections  were  to  be  taken  within  one  month 

tbe  title,  if  after  the  delivery  of  the  abstract,  and  that  otherwise, 

tiiere  be  no  ^|jg  purchaser  should  waive  the  same. 

fraud  or  wilmi  * 

delay  on  the  Aq 

part  of  the  vendor. 

By  conditions  of  sale,  the  abstract  was  to  be  delivered  before  the  18th  of  Febnttpy, 
the  purchaser  was  to  take  the  rents  from  the  25th  of  March,  and  tbe  purchase  was  to 
be  completed  on  the  24th  of  June.  And  if,  from  any  cause  whatever,  tbe  completion 
should  be  delayed  after  that  time,  the  purchaser  was  to  pay  interest  at  5/  per  cent. 
Imperfect  abstracts  were  delivered,  and  a  complete  abstract  was  not  delivered  until 
the  17lh  of  June,  Further  delay  having  occurred  in  completing,  the  vendor  de- 
posited the  purchase-money  at  a  bankers',  and  gave  notice,  in  August,  that  he  would 
pay  no  interest.  HeU/j  that  as  there  was  no  fraud  or  wilful  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
vendors,  and  as  the  delivery  of  an  imperfect  abstract  arose  simply  from  the  state  of  tbe 
title,  the  purchaser  must  pay  interest. 
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An  imperfect  abstract  was  delivered  on  the  16th  oF  1859. 
February f  and  Further  abstract  was  delivered  in  May  ; 
but,  as  the  Court  held,  a  perfect  abstract  was  not 
delivered  until  the  1 7th  of  June.  In  the  meanwhile, 
on  the  31st  of  May^  the  Plaintiflf  wrote  to  say  that  he 
should  decline  paying  interest,  as  the  delay  was  entirely 
through  the  default  of  the  vendor,  and  that  his  money 
was  producing  nothing;  and  in  August  he  deposited  the 
purchase-money  at  two  bankers,  part  at  interest  at  2/. 
per  cent,  and  part  producing  no  interest.  The  Plaintiff, 
on  the  1 8th  of  August,  gave  notice  to  the  Defendant  of  his 
having  thus  deposited  the  purchase-money,  and  that  he 
claimed  the  rents  from  the  24th  of  June,  without  paying 
any  interest  except  what  the  bankers  allowed. 

The  difficulty  in  completing  arose,  principally  and 
latterly  entirely,  from  this  circumstance: — the  mortgagee, 
in  whom  the  legal  estate  was  vested,  had  died,  having 
devised  it  to  three  trustees,  one  of  whom  had  since  died, 
and  his  heir  at  law  was  now  in  India ;  the  other  two 
had  never  acted,  and  they  proposed  disclaiming,  and 
there  was,  therefore,  a  difficulty  as  to  the  persons  to 
whom  the  mortgage-money  ought  to  be  paid. 

This  bill  was  filed  on  the  29th  of  November,  1858, 
for  a  specific  performance,  and  the  only  question  was, 
whether,  under  the  conditions  of  sale,  the  Plaintiff  was 
liable  to  pay  interest  on  the  purchase-money. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  stated  that  they 
were  anxious  to  complete,  '^  but  that  considerable  diffi- 
culty and  delay  had  arisen  in  respect  of  the  said 
mortgage  to  J,  P,  M.,  and  with  regard  to  the  person 
to  whom  the  mortgage  debt  should  be  paid.  And  they 
said,  that  they  had  made  strenuous  exertions  to  clear 
up  such  difficulties  and  to  complete  the  purchase,  and 

that 
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1859.  that  they  were  informed  and  believed,  that  such  diffi- 
culties were  now  in  course  of  being  and  would  very 
shortly  be  cleared  up." 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  R,  R,  A,  Hawkins  for  the 
Plaintiff; 

Mr.  Martindale  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  interest  is 
to  be  paid  on  the  purchase-money,  under  the  terms  of 
this  contract.  An  abstract  was  to  have  been  delivered 
in  February^  but  the  complete  abstract  was  not,  in  fact, 
delivered  until  the  17th  of  June,  or  seven  days  only 
before  the  period  from  which  interest  was  to  run,  and 
this  was  after  express  notice  given  by  the  purchaser 
that  he  would  not  pay  interest,  because  he  could  not,  in 
consequence  of  the  state  of  the  title,  complete  the 
purchase  by  that  time,  and  this  through  no  default  of 
his. 

In  De  Visme  v.  De  Visme  (a),  Lord  Cottenham  held, 
that  if  the  delay  arises  from  the  default  of  the  vendor, 
the  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  pay  interest,  and  that 
as  the  vendor  had  not  performed  his  part  of  the  con- 
tract, with  regard  to  the  delivery  of  the  abstract,  he 
could  not  insist  on  the  purchaser  performing  his  part 
with  regard  to  the  payment  of  interest,  and  that  to  hold 
otherwise,  would  be  encouraging  negligence  and  delay 
on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  who  alone,  being  acquainted 
with  his  own  title,  was,  as  Lord  Cottenham  thought, 
bound  to  make  such  conditions  only  as  he  knew  he 
could  comply  with. 

In 

(«)  1  Mac,  if  G.336. 
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In  Sherwin  v.  Shakespeare  (a),  I  followed  this  de-  1859. 
cision,  which  was  binding  on  me  as  the  decision  of 
Lord  Cottenham,  On  appeal  (6),  however,  the  Lords 
Justices  dissented  from  Lord  Cottenham,  and  reversed 
my  decision ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  they 
have  overruled  De  Visme  v.  De  Visme,  because  if  they 
have,  I  am  bound  to  follow  their  decision. 

What  the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  says  is  thi8(c)  : 
— "  My  conception  of  the  rule  applicable  to  a  case  of 

that  description,"  &c.  &c "  vendors  here" — 

[His  Honor  read  the  judgment  of  Lord  Justice  Knight 
Bruce  to  p.  529.] 

I  am  not  sure  whether  the  distinction  is  meant  to  be 
clearly  drawn,  (which  is  in  my  opinion  essential  in 
the  consideration  of  the  cases,)  between  the  delivery 
of  the  abstract,  and  the  making  out  of  a  good  title. 
They  are  two  perfectly  distinct  matters;  the  latter 
depends  on  the  facts  stated  in  the  abstract  being 
proved  by  sufficient  evidence.  The  delivery  of  the  ab- 
stract does  not,  I  apprehend,  mean  the  delivery  of  such 
an  abstract  as  shews  a  title  free  from  all  cavil  and 
objection,  but  one  which  abstracts  all  the  documents 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  deducing  a  good  title. 
The  evidence  by  which  it  is  supported  is  another  and  a 
separate  and  distinct  matter. 

Hence,  as  I  read  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruce,  which  is  concurred  in  by  the  Lord  Justice 
Turner,  if  the  state  of  the  title  is  such,  that,  without 
fraud  or  wilful  delay,  the  abstract,  which  contains  a 
statement  of  the  deeds  necessary  to  deduce  the  title,  is 

not 

(fl)  18  Beav.  527.  (c)  Page  527. 

(6)  5  DeC,  M.^  G.  617. 
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18S9.  ^^^  idivtred  vrithin  the  time  FpeciSed  in  the  contract, 
thk  does  Dot  reiiere  the  porcbaser  from  his  obligation 
of  pa jii^  the  ioterest  specified  io  the  contract  from  the 

UjjrB.        time  therein  mentioned. 

I  think  that  decision  governs  the  present  case.  I  am 
sore  that  there  is  no  fraud  or  m  ilfal  delay  in  this  case,  and 
that  the  delivery  of  an  imperfect  abstract  arose  singly 
from  the  state  of  the  title;  and  consequently,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  interest  at  51.  per 
cenL  from  the  26th  of  Jmrne,  1854.  Although  I  must 
say,  he  could  not  possibly  have  completed  the  purchase 
by  that  time,  he  has,  however,  thought  fit  to  enter  into 
a  contract  of  this  description,  and  he  must  pay  the  in- 
terest accordingly. 


^'■^^S.  PRINCE  r.  HINE. 

TroiCcet  ap-      fT^HE  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  and  per- 
Uie  capi^^of  sonal  estate  to  HiMe  and  Johnson,  upon  trust  to 

a  fond  belong-  sell  and  divide  the  produce  between  the  children  of  his 

ing  to  infiuits, 

who  bad  been    two  brothers  and  his  two  sisters,  in  equal  shares,  per 

left  destitute      capita. 
by  their  fittber,       * 
for  their  bene- 

were  allied         ^^  testator  died  in  March,  1852,  and  the  four  infant 
the  amount      Plaintiffs  were  each  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  residue. 

The  executors  set  apart  the  share  of  the  Plaintiffs,  which, 
when  invested,  amounted  to  1,538/.  3s.  Consols.  This 
bill,  filed  by  the  infants,  by  their  mother  as  their  next 
friend,  complained  that  the  trustees  had  sold  out,  and 
misapplied  a  part  of  the  capital  of  the  fund,  viz.  200/. 
in  Avgusty  1854,  and  100/.  in  November,  1855. 

The  Defendant  Hine,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  the 

infant 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  sought 
to  fix  Hine  with  the  two  sums  of  200/.  and  100/.  sold 
out  by  him. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Langworthy,  for  Hine^  asked 
to  be  allowed  these  sums  which  had  been  necessarily 

expended 


HiME. 
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infant  Plaintiffs  and  the  mother  lived  with  the  testator,        1859. 
and  were  supported  by  him  down  to  his  death,  and  that      ^^^^^'^'^ 
they  had  no  other  means  of  support,  and  that  their  father,  v. 

being  a  man  of  improvident  habits,  living  separate  and 
apart  from  his  wife,  had  not  contributed  to  the  main- 
tenance of  his  wife  and  children.  That  the  Plaintiffs' 
father,  in  1852,  went  to  Australia,  and  had  furnished  no 
money  for  the  support  of  his  wife  or  children,  and  that 
his  wife  had  heard  and  believed  that  he  was  dead. 

He  admitted  the  sale  by  him  of  the  two  sums  of 
200/.  and  100/.  Stock,  and  he  stated  that  the  produce 
had  been  paid  to  his  co-trustee  Johnson,  with  whom  the 
Plaintiffs  and  their  mother  had  resided  after  the  testa- 
tor's death,  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied  for  the 
maintenance  &c.  of  the  infant  Plaintiffs. 

He  also  stated  as  follows : — "  1  have  every  reason  to 
believe  that  the  income  of  the  said  trust  funds  and  the 
capital  sold  out  was  duly  applied  for  the  maintenance, 
education  and  advancement  of  the  infant  Plaintiffs,  for  I 
received  receipts  from  the  said  Edward  Johnson  from 
time  to  time,  when  he  explained  to  me  the  expenditure 
thereof,  and  1  knew  that  such  income  and  capital  ad- 
vanced constituted  the  only  fund  which  was  applicable 
to  the  advancement  and  support  of  the  said  children, 
their  mother  not  having  any  property,  nor  getting  any 
income,  and  their  father  being  absent  from  this  country, 
and  having  left  them  destitute." 


-*i-r( 


?^?K= 


TIT  -iut  irffi^fr  IE  ^e  uAac  PJu&tziis,  or  that 
SI  mnurr  111^31:  le  niRcex  m.  Zht  ss^vect.    Tber  dted 


-IX  His  n«g un.  IT  luinnm.  at  kK^ing  into  the 

Bimiiniesw  'nnc  :nis  Jj^insadiKsii  s  Tiz^s^  and  that  I 
missc  nifs^z  BX  niDury.  3;  sscsr^zJa  wbcther  mnj  part 
ir  iits  amciL  zr  -si*  imif  vi/irx  vi^  food  oot  by  HiMC^ 
-KiL,  III!  Willis  IT  zL*lL  snr  I  'XL^  h^  beeo  applied  for 
Ijis:  xuunasiuiiis  :r  :aif  nriuji  Pafzis&.  I  faare  before 
lilizMrvfX    12   ^jsass   ssmuL   mm  jE&  expended  for 


I  sauJ^  u  3i£  TitfHiLiiitf,  reserre  tbe  costs,  and  the 


It  xTSTPir  i:  -Jt»  Trcaarr  ii«s  drrectedy  '^  whether  the 
r*-:  i«^«rx  i^inuis  :c  ^Xi^  Rk^V  £3  per  CeoL  AnDaities, 
aiii  1  >X  Ixf  xxa-xicissw  r^f  beea  properly  applied  for 
nt*  rejKii::  rr  uu  in  ill  i  P^.t'-rfs"  the  chief  clerk,  on 
ijtf  3Jiii  w'wtf^  I  NT;*,  ttt^i  ria:  tliey  had  been  properly 


\*"ier!wrcc  11  lie  beiLriag  on  farther  consideratioo, 
cc  iSe  '^si  ^1^.  In5$^.  thoee  «oiiis  were  allowed. 


.s    «»S  new*  *!■ 
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1858. 


o 


SPALDING   V.  THOMPSON.  March  23,  24, 

27,  30. 

N  the  18th  of  March,  1848,  the  late  Lord  Suffield  A.  B.  effected 
executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  Thompson^  for  securing  a 
securing  the  payment  to  him  of  500/.  on  the  21st  of  J"^g"^^n^<^f ^t 

.  .         due  from  nun 

June  following.     About  the  same  time,  Ker,  a  sherifPs  to  C.  D. 
officer,  effected  an  assurance  on  the  life  of  Lord  Suffield       ^'  v)*^^' 

for  500/.  tained  a  se- 

cond judgment 
against  A.  B. 

The  policy  was  issued  to  Ker,  on  his  asserting  that  he  for  a  second 
had  an  interest  in  the  life  of  Lord  Suffield,  and  which  then  con- 
fact  was  recited  in  the  policy,  but  Ker  admitted  that  veyed  real  es- 

,       ,      ,  ,.  .^  ,         /.•••.         A  •     •      tate  to  trustees 

he  had  no  lien  upon  it  or  any  beneficial  interest  in  it.  for  sale,  and  to 
As  soon  as  the  policy  was  issued,  Ker  handed  it  to  pay-^.B.'stwo 

.  .  judgments, 

Thompson  with  the  following   memorandum   indorsed  Aflerthis, 
thereon  :—  ^:  ^,  ^^, .  , 

tamed  a  third 

"  In  consideration  of  the  sum  of  500/.  advanced  to  J"^?"^fn't 

against  A.  B, 

me  for  Lord  Suffield,  I  hereby  assign  and  convey  all  C.  D.  subse- 
my  interest  in  the  within  policy  to  William  Thompson,  covered  the 
of  31,  Chancery  Lane,  in  the  county  oi  Middlesex,  gen-  amount  of  the 
tleman,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns. — Thos,  concealing' 
C.  J^er.— 23rd  day  of  March,  1848."  that  fact,  he 

received  the 
whole  amount 

The  Court  came  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  policy  was  ?^**^®  ^^^'  ^^^ 

'  ^        J  judgments 

effected  by  Ker  as  the  agent  of  Lord  Suffield,  and  not,  from  the  tnis- 
as  Thompson  alleged,  for  his  benefit.  Ilmt'he  was''' 

entitled  to  re- 

The  500/.  not  being  paid,  Thompson,  on  the  27th  of  mo"ieys  so^re- 
June,  1848,  entered  up  judgment  against  Lord  Suffield,  ceived  in  pay- 

Z,  ment  of  the 

There  three  judg- 
ment debts, 
and  could  not  be  compelled,  at  the  suit  of  ^.  B.  or  his  representatives,  to  apply  the 
policy  money  in  satisfaction  of  the  first  judgment,  and  refund  the  difference  between 
the  sum  paid  by  the  tnistees  and  the  policy  money. 
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1868.  There  were  other  subsequent  money  transactions  be- 

tween Lord  Suffield  and  Thompson^  in  respect  of  which 
Thompson^  in  February ,  1849,  obtained  a  second  judg- 
Thompson.    ment  against  Lord  Suffield  for  656/. 

On  the  22nd  of  June^  1849,  Lord  Suffield  conveyed 
certain  estates  to  trustees,  to  secure  payment  to  his 
judgment  creditors,  who  thereby  covenanted  not  to 
enforce  their  judgments  against  his  estate.  This  deed 
was  executed  by  Thompson  in  respect  of  his  two  judg- 
ment debts. 

Afterwards,  on  the  26th  of  June,  1850,  Thompson 
obtained  a  third  judgment  against  Lord  Suffield  for 
221/. 

Lord  Suffield  died  in  August,  1863;  and  in  November 
following  the  amount  due  on  the  policy  was  paid  by 
the  office  to  Thompson.  Ker  assisted  him  in  obtaining 
payment,  by  making  a  statutory  declaration  that  the 
policy  was  the  property  of  Thompson^  and  Ker  joined 
him  in  the  receipt  for  the  money* 

In  January f  1856,  the  trustees  of  the  creditors* 
deed,  not  knowing  that  Ker  had  received  the  500/., 
paid  him  the  full  amount  due  on  the  first  and  second 
judgments.  The  Plaintiff,  the  executor  of  Lord  Suf- 
field,  instituted  this  suit  against  Thompson  and  the 
trustees  of  the  creditors*  deed  (who  had  refused  to 
take  any  proceedings),  insisting  that  the  policy  had 
been  effected  by  Ker  as  the  agent  of  Lord  Suffield,  and 
that  the  trustees  had  overpaid  Thompson  in  respect  of 
the  two  judgments,  in  ignorance  of  his  receipt  of  the 
policy  money.  The  bill  prayed  that  Thompson  might 
refund  the  600/.  and  interest,  minus  the  premiums. 

Thompson,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted  that  the  policy 

was 
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was  his  own  property,  and  not  assigned  to  him  as  a    ^   1858. 

security;  but  he  offered  to  pay  over  the  balance  (154/.); 

after  deducting  the  premiums  (79/.)  paid  by  him,  and 

the  expenses  and  the  amount  due  on  the  third  judgment    Thompson. 

of  June,  1858(265/.). 

. 
Mr.  R.  Palmer  and   Mr.  Jessel,   for  the   Plaintiff, 
argued,    Ist.  That  the   evidence  established  that  the 
policy  belonged  to  Lord  Suffield. 

2nd.  That  upon  receipt  by  Thompson  of  the  policy 
inoney,  the  first  judgment  debt,  for  which  it  was  a 
security,  had  been  discharged;  that  the  subsequent  pay- 
ment of  that  amount  by  the  trustees,  in  ignorance  of  the 
fact  of  such  discharge,  could  not  entitle  the  Defendant 
to  retain  the  amount  overpaid  ;  and  that  the  produce  of 
the  policy  belonged  to  Lord  SuffieliVs  estate. 

3rd.  That  the  Defendant  had  no  right  of  retainer  or 
set-off  in  respect  of  the  third  judgment  debt. 

They  cited  Lea  v.  Hinton  (a),  Moreland  v.  Isaac  (6), 
Drysdale  v.  Piggott{c),  Lake  v.  Brutton  (rf). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  Thompson,  The 
policy  was  Thompson's,  though  the  first  premium  was 
paid  by  Ker,  for  the  subsequent  premiums  were  paid 
by  Thompson  and  never  charged  against  Lord  Suffield, 
and  primd  fade,  a  policy  belongs  to  the  person  who 
pays  the  premium  ;  Triston  v.  Hardy  {e).  The  policy 
was  intrinsically  valueless,  it  might  have  been  allowed 
to  drop  and  a  similar  one   effected   in  the   name  of 

Thompson 

(a)  19  Beav.  324;  5  De  Gex,      (Ch.)  878. 
M.  4r  G.  823.  (d)  18  Beav.  34. 

(b)  20  Beav.  389.  (e)  14  Beav.  232. 
(r)  22  Beav.  238;    25  L.  J. 

T  T  2 


640 


1858. 


Spalding 

V. 

Thompsov. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Thompson  on  the  same  terms  on  the  next  day.  The 
payments  which  were  made  by  Thompson  alone  gave 
the  policy  any  value^  it  was  optional  on  him  to  keep 
it  up,  and  he  could  have  substantiated  no  claim  on 
Lord  Suffield  for  the  premiums. 

Secondly.  The  judgment  was,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110,  s.  13,  a  charge  on  every  interest  of  Lord  Suf- 
field in  lands,  and  therefore  on  the  produce  of  the  trust 
estate;  Thompson  had  a  right  to  retain  all  his  secu- 
rities until  all  his  debts  had  been  satisfied.  It  is  not 
a  case  of  set-off,  but  of  a  creditor  having  two  securities 
and  two  debts ;  and  the  debtor,  if  he  comes  to  redeem, 
must  pay  both ;  Rolfe  v.  Chester  (a) ;  the  money  cannot 
be  taken  out  of  his  hands  until  payment  of  all  that  is 
due  to  him. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply.  The  policy  money  can 
only  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  particular  debt 
which  it  was  given  to  secure,  according  to  the  contract 
between  the  parties.  The  third  judgment  could  not  be 
a  lien  on  the  policy,  and  set-off  is  out  of  the  question ; 
Lambarde  v.  Older  (ft).  As  to  the  doctrine  of  tacking, 
it  only  arises  in  cases  of  redemption.  Here  the  De- 
fendant over-stated  the  amount  due  to  him,  and  has 
been  overpaid ;  the  diflference  ought  to  be  repaid,  either 
to  the  trustees  or  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
Lord  Suffield. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  perusal  of  the  evidence  satisfies  me,  that  the  policy 
effected  on  the  life  of  Lord  Suffield  was  not  the  pro- 
perty 

(a)  20  Beav,  610.  (6)  17  Beav.  542. 
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perty  of  the  Defendant,  but  that  it  was  effected  by        1858. 
Ker  as  the  agent  of  Lord  Suffield,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  the  transaction  of  the  loan  of  600/. 


Spaldino 

V, 

Thompson. 


I  concur,  therefore,  in  the  argument  of  the  Plaintiff, 
that  the  facts  and  circumstances  shew  that  it  was  not 
intended  that  the  policy  should  be  the  property  of  the 
Defendant,  but  that  it  was  effected  by  Ker  as  the  agent 
and  for  the  benefit  of  Lord  Suffield,  It  was  proper 
that  he  should  make  a  declaration  when  it  became 
payable,  to  enable  the  Defendant  to  receive  the  amount 
due  on  it« 

On  the  other  point,  however,  I  cannot  say  that  I 
regard  this  as  a  mere  security  for  the  600Z.  I  look  at 
it  in  this  light : — it  was  to  be  applied  for  that  purpose 
in  the  first  instance,  and  the  balance  only  which  would 
remain  after  the  application  of  the  produce  of  the  policy 
could  be  demanded  under  the  deed  of  the  22nd  of  June^ 
1849. 

I  regard  it  rather  as  the  property  or  money  of  Lord 
Suffield  come  into  the  hands  of  Thompson^  and  as  if  it 
had  been  a  policy  effected  on  the  life  of  a  stranger, 
which  had  been  assigned  by  Lord  Svffield  to  Thompson 
to  secure  the  advance  made  by  him.  If  that  had  been 
so,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  Lord  Suffield  could  not  have 
enforced  payment  of  the  money  without  payment  of 
the  third  judgment  for  221/.  obtained  on  the  26th  of 
June^  1850,  and  in  respect  of  which  Thompson  now  asks 
to  retain  it. 

If  Lord  Suffield  himself  could  not  in  the  case  of  a 
policy  on  the  life  of  a  stranger,  I  have  to  consider 
whether  it  makes  any  difference  that  the  policy  was  on 
the  life  of  Lord  Suffield,  and  that  the  person  now  suing 

is 
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1858.       is  his  legal  personal  representative.     I  cannot  see  any 
"""^^^^      distinction.     It  is  equally  the  property  of  Lord  Suffield 
,y.  or  part  of  his  estate,  which  came  properly  into  the  hands 

Thompsov.  Qf  ^hg  Defendant,  and  which  neither  Lord  Suffield  nor 
his  executor  is  entitled  to  take  away  until  the  De- 
fendant has  been  paid  what  is  due  to  him. 

This  is  my  opinion,  independently  of  the  deed  of 
the  22nd  of  June,  1849,  but  I  do  not  think  that  the 
creditors'  deed,  securing  the  6r8t  and  second  judg- 
ments, and  which  was  executed  by  Lord  Suffield  a 
year  before  the  third  judgment  was  obtained,  alters  the 
case. 

The  trustees  applied  to  Thompson  to  ascertain  what 
was  due ;  he  claimed  the  amount  of  the  two  judgments, 
and  omitted  all  mention  of  the  policy  money  which  he 
had  received,  and  he  thus  got  his  two  judgments  paid 
in  full. 

They  were  trustees  of  the  surplus  for  Lord  Suffield. 
The  judgment  debt  was  a  charge  on  the  surplus  of  the 
estate,  which  was  the  property  of  Lord  Suffield,  If 
the  trustees  had  voluntarily  paid  the  amount  on  the 
third  judgment,  could  Lord  Suffield,  or  his  represen- 
tatives, have  insisted  that  the  item  was  not  to  be 
allowed  them  in  taking  the  account  against  them? 

If  the  trustees  had  refused  to  pay  Thompsouy  and  he 
had  filed  a  bill  against  them,  a  similar  question  would 
have  arisen,  as  to  whether  he  could  be  compelled  to 
apply  the  policy  money  in  discharge  of  the  first  judg- 
ment debt ;  but  I  doubt  whether  the  trustees  could 
have  insisted  on  the  attribution  of  the  policy  money  in 
part  discharge  of  the  debt  to  be  paid  under  the  deed. 
But  if  they  could,  still,  after  the  money  had  been  paid  to 

Thompson^ 
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Thompson,  whether  it  were  policy  money  or  the  excess        1858. 

of  the  money  under  the  deed  of  June,  1849,  and  after 

it  had  been  applied  by  him  in  discharge  of  the  debt, 

it  cannot  be  got  back  by   any  one.     If  the  trustees     Thompson. 

were  wrong,  they  may  be  liable  to  account  for  having 

exceeded  their  trusts  in  their  dealings  with  the  Plaintiff^ 

but  I  doubt  whether  they  were  so. 

On  the  whole,  I  see  no  means  of  taking  the  money 
out  of  Thompson's  hands  without  paying  his  third  judg- 
ment debt. 

Pecree. 

Order  Thompson  to  repay  154/.  to  the  Plaintifib,  with  interest  at  4/. 
per  cent,  from  the  3rd  of  January,  1855. 


641  CASES  iX 


BROMLEY  r.  SMITH. 
BOUSTEAD  r.  BROMLEY. 

ilay  2.  3,  5, 

*'^  SMITH  r.  BROMLEY. 

The genenl      ^I^HE  first  of  the  above  suits  was  iostitDted  by  Sir 
Where  a     ~  Henry  Bromley ^  Bart.,  against  incumbraocers,  to 

pervMi  deals      get  aside  certain  charges   in   his  reFersionary  interest 
pectant  heir      created  by  him  in  favor  of  the  Defendants  in  1853  and 

for  hi4  rerer-     1855.     The  two  other  suits  were  instituted  by  the  in- 
won,  the  bar-  .  "^ 
den  of  proof     cumbrancers  to  enforce  their  securities, 
liej  upon  tucb 
person  to 

prove  the  The  Circumstances  are  stated  in  detail  in  the  judg- 

faimesi  of  the   ^^^^  ^p  ^^g  q^^^  ^ut  the  following  is  a  short  outline 

trannaclion.  ^  ^ 

Theappli-     of  the  facts: — In  1853,  Sir  Henry  Bromley  was  tenant 

rule  is  not  *  for  life  in  remainder  of  considerable  estates,  expectant 

prevented,  on  the  death  of  his  father  Sir  Robert  Howe  Bromley. 

that  the  trani-  ^^^  ^g^  ^^  ^^  Plaintiff  was  then  thirty-eight,  and  of 

action  was  a  jjjg  father  seventv-seven. 

charge  and  ^ 

not  a  sale  ;  In 

nor  (ii;  that 

the  expectant  heir  was  a  person  of  mature  age;  nor  (iii)  that  he  perfectly  understood 

the  nature  and  extent  of  the  transaction ;  nor  (iv)  is  it  necessary  for  the  heir  to  shew 

that  he  was  in  pecuniary  distress  at  the  time. 

An  expectant  heir  mortgaged  his  reversionary  estate,  and,  as  a  further  security,  he 
covenanted  to  keep  up  policies  on  his  life,  which,  on  his  default,  the  mortgagees  were 
empowered  to  do,  and  he  covenanted  to  pay  the  amount  and  charged  it  on  his  rever- 
sion. On  setting  aside  the  transaction  for  inadequacy  of  consideration,  the  mortga- 
gees were  not  allowed  premiums  paid  by  them  under  the  security. 

A  Plaiiiiiff  was  outlawed  pending  the  suit  Held^  that  it  was  irregular  to  make  the 
Attorney-General  a  party  in  renpect  of  the  outlawry,  unless  a  question  was  raised  with 
regard  to  its  validity  or  enforcement. 

A  suit  was  instituted  to  set  aside  a  charge  on  a  reversion,  and  a  cross  suit  to 
establinh  it.  It  being  set  aside  for  inadequacy  of  consideration  merely,  and  a  decree 
for  redemption  being  made,  the  grantor  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  charges  of 
fraud  which  had  not  been  substantiated,  but  no  costs  were  given  as  to  the  remainder 
of  the  first  suit.     The  cross  suit  was  dismissed  with  cpsts. 

An  expectant  heir  charged  his  rei'ersion  in  18o3,  and  afterwards  in  1855  to  the 
same  ))nrties.  The  second  transaction  cancelled  the  tirst.  The  second  being  set  aside 
by  the  Cotirt:   Htld^  that  the  first  was  not  revived. 

A  dealing  by  an  expectant  heir  being  set  aside :  Heldy  that  he  must  bear  the  costs 
paid  for  the  securities. 
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In  1853y  the  PlaintiiFy  being  in  want  of  money,  raised 
it  on  the  security  of  his  reversion,  in  the  following 
circuitous  mode.  He  granted  an  annuity  of  450/. 
during  his  life  to  Mr.  Smith  in  consideration  of  5,000/., 
out  of  which  sum  he  purchased  from  the  Albert 
Life  Jssurance  Company,  for  1,765/.,  an  annuity  of 
450/.,  payable  for  five  years,  if  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
father*  should  so  long  live.  Mr.  Smithes  annuity  was 
secured  on  the  Plaintiff's  reversion,  and  also  by  an  as- 
signment of  the  Albert  annuity,  and  by  a  judgment. 

At  the  same  time,  a  similar  transaction  took  place 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  Sir  John  Wilson,  The  an- 
nuity being  360/.,  granted  in  consideration  of  4,000/., 
out  of  which,  1,412/.  were  paid  by  him  to  the  Albert 
for  a  similar  annuity  of  360/.  Mutatis  mutandis^  the 
securities  given  were  the  same. 

In  1855,  the  Plaintiff  required  a  further  advance, 
whereupon,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity  of  763/.  during 
the  Plaintiff's  life,  Mr.  Smith  advanced  him  8,000/.,  out 
of  which  5,1 12/.  10^.  was  paid  back  for  the  repurchase  of 
the  first  annuity  of  450/.,  and  1,372/.  10^.  was  paid  to  the 
Albert  Company  for  the  purchase  of  an  additional  annuity 
of  450/.,  in  continuation  of  that  already  granted  in  1853, 
and  to  continue  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  Plaintiff 
and  his  father.  The  second  annuity  granted  by  the 
Plaintiff  was  secured  in  a  similar  manner  to  the  first. 


1859. 
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At  the  same  time  (1855),  Sir  John  Wilson,  in  con- 
sideration of  an  annuity  of  858/.,  payable  during  the 
Plaintiff's  life,  advanced  the  Plaintiff  9,000/.,  out 
of  which,  4,090/.  was  repaid  to  Sir  John  for  the  re- 
demption of  his  first  annuity,  and  1,098/.  was  paid 
the  Albert  for  an  annuity  of  360/.,  from  the  expiration 
of  the  former,  and  to  last  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 

Plaiatiff 
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Plaintiff  and   his   fitther.     Sir  John    Wilson's  second 
annaity  vas  secured  as  before. 

This  would  have  left  8112.  of  the  two  annuities  to 
Mr.  SmUk  and  Sir  John  Wilson,  uncovered  by  the  Albert; 
and  to  provide  for  the  deficiency,  that  Company  under- 
took to  pay  this  portion  of  the  annuities  (81 1/.)  in  con- 
sideration of  a  sum  of  1512.  paid  down  and  a  charge  of 
lOyOOOZ.  on  the  Plaintiff's  reversionary  estate,  payable 
on  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff  or  his  ftither,  and  a  policy 
on  his  own  life. 

The  Plaintiff  accordingly  charged  his  reversionary 
estate  with  the  payment  to  the  Albert  of  10,000/.,  and 
be  covenanted  with  them,  ftt>m  time  to  time,  duly  and 
regularly  to  pay  the  premiums  and  expenses  respectively 
payable  in  order  to  keep  on  foot  the  policies  of  insur- 
ance (to  the  extent  of  10,0002.)  on  the  Plaintiff's  life. 
And  also,  in  case  default  should  be  made  in  keeping  on 
foot  the  poUcies  of  insurance,  it  should  be  lawful  for,  but 
not  obligatory  upon,  the  mortgagees,  fix>m  time  to  time, 
to  keep  on  foot  the  said  policies  of  insurance.  And  that 
the  Plaintiff  would  pay  unto  the  mortgagees  such 
sum  or  sums  of  money  as  they  should  pay  or  expend  in 
keeping  on  foot  such  insurances  as  aforesaid,  with  in- 
terest for  the  same,  at  the  rate  of  6/.  per  cent,  per 
annum,  from  the  respective  times  of  paying  or  ex- 
pending the  same.  And  that  the  several  powers, 
covenants,  agreements  and  declarations  thereinbefore 
contained  for  securing  the  principal  sum  of  10,000/., 
and  the  interest  thereof,  should  extend  to  the  sums  of 
money  so  to  be  paid  by  the  said  mortgagees  in  keeping 
on  foot  such  insurances  as  aforesaid,  and  the  interest 
thereof,  and  all  costs  occasioned  by  the  non-payment 
thereof. 


The  10,000/.  was  also  secured  by  a  judgment. 


Sir 
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Sir  Robert  Howe  Bromley  died  on  the  8th  of  Jult/j 
1857,  and  the  Plaintiff  then  became  entitled  to  the 
estates  in  possession  for  his  life. 

The  Plaintiff,  in  March,  1858,  instituted  this  suit 
against  Mr.  Smith,  and  against  the  executors  of  Sir 
John  Wilson  (deceased),  the  trustees  of  the  Albert,  and 
the  manager  and  secretary,  to  set  aside  the  securities  of 
1855  to  Mr.  Smith,  Sir  John  Wilson  and  the  Albert, 
upon  re-payment  of  the  sums  advanced. 

The  Plaintiff,  in  substance,  insisted,  that  the  secu-* 
rities  had  been  obtained  from  him,  while  under  pecu- 
niary pressure,  that  the  consideration  obtained  by  him 
for  them  was  less  than  the  fair  market  value,  and 
that  they  ought  to  be  set  aside,  as  securities  on  a  rever- 
sionary life  estate  of  an  expectant  heir  at  an  under 
value. 

The  bill  contained  charges  of  fraud  and  collusion, 
but  from  this  the  Court  exonerated  the  Defendants. 
It  appeared,  however,  that  the  parties  were  closely  con- 
nected together  in  matters  of  business,  and  that  these 
several  matters  substantially  formed  but  one  trans- 
action. 

The  Plaintiff  was  outlawed  by  one  of  the  Defendants 
pending  the  proceedings,  and  the  Attorney-General  was 
made  a  Defendant,  upon  an  objection  by  one  of  the 
Defendants  that  he  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Renshawe  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Sir  R.  Bethell,  Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  J.  J.  Jervis  for 
the  directors  of  the  Albert  Assurance  Office, 
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Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Schomberg  for  Mr.  Smith. 


Mr. 
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B0U8TEAD 

Bromlet. 
Smith 

V, 

Bromlet. 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  W.  Morris  for  the  executors  of 
Sir  John  Wilson. 

Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Attorney-General. 

The  following  cases  were  cited :  —  Chesterfield  v. 
Janssen  (a) ;  Cole  v.  Gibbons  (b) ;  Gwynne  v.  iJiw- 
ton  (c) ;  Lawley  v.  Hooper  (d)  ;  Earl  Portmore  v. 
Taylor  («);  Davis  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  (/); 
King  v.  Hamlet  (g) ;  Newton  v.  JSiun^  (/i) ;  7%e  JEarl  of 
Aldborough  v.  Trye  (1);  5a//er  v.  Bradshaw  {k)\ 
Price  V.  Berrington  (/). 


7^6  Master  of  M^  Rolls. 

JIfaySO.  There  are,  in   this  case,  three   suits,  all   of  which 

depend  on  and  arise  out  of  the  same  facts,  which  con- 
stitute the  transaction  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Defendants.  One  suit  is  instituted  by  Sir  Henry 
Bromleyj  to  set  aside  some  deeds  executed  by  him,  by 
which  he  encumbered  his  reversionary  life  estate  in  a 
large  property  then  in  the  possession  of  his  father,  Sir 
Robert  Bromley^  who  has  since  departed  this  life.  The 
two  other  suits  are  to  enforce  the  securities  then  given. 
The  decrees  in  these  latter  suits  will  be  a  matter  of 
course,  if  Sir  Henry  Bromley  fail  in  his  attempt  U> 
impeach  these  securities.  It  becomes  material,  there- 
fore, in  the  first  instance,  to  consider  whether  Sir  Henry 
Bromley  is   entitled   to   any  relief.      By  his   bill,  he 

prays : — 


{a)  2    Ves.  sen.  125;   1   Aik, 
301. 

(0)  3  P.  Wm$.  290,  293. 

(f)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  1. 

(d)  3  Jfk.  278. 

(c)  4  Sim.  182. 

{J)   Swan,  108,  139,  164. 


(f:)  2  Mi/l.  if  K.  456;  3  a 
4-  Fin.  218. 
(A)  5  .Sim.  511. 
(i)  7  a.  Sf  Fin.  436. 
{k)  26  Beav.  161. 
(/)  3  Mac.  if  Cor.  486. 
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prays: — 1.  "That  the  several  indentures  of  the  13th 
day  of  April,  1855,  and  the  annuities  of  763/.  and  858/. 
thereby  granted  and  secured  as  therein  mentioned,  and 
the  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  14th  day  of  April, 
1855,  may  be  set  aside.  And  (the  Plaintiff  being 
willing,  and  hereby  offering,  to  pay  to  such  persons  or 
person,  and  in  such  manner  as  this  Court  shall  direct, 
the  amount  of  all  sums  actually  advanced  to  the  Plain- 
tiff by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  Henry  Porter 
Smith,  Sir  John  Wilson  and  the  Defendants  Swynfen 
Jervis,  and  Henry  Urmston  Thomson,  and  the  said  Sir 
William  Henry  Dillon,  together  with  interest)  that 
it  may  be  declared,  that  the  two  several  indentures  of 
the  13th  day  of  April,  1855,  and  the  indenture  of 
mortgage  of  the  14th  day  of  April,  1855,  ought  to 
stand  as  a  security  only  for  such  sums  as  were  actually 
advanced  to  the  Plaintiff,  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  De- 
fendant Henry  Porter  Smith,  the  said  Sir  John  Wilson, 
and  the  Defendants  Swynfen  Jervis,  and  Henry  Urmston 
Thomson,  and  the  said  Sir  William  Henry  Dillon,  to- 
gether with  such  interest  thereon  as  this  Court  shall 
direct." 


1859. 


Bromlet 

17. 

Smith, 
boustbad 

V. 

Bromlet. 
Smith 

V. 

Bromley. 


It  then  asks  that  all  the  necessary  accounts  may  be 
taken. 

The  indentures  sought  to  be  set  aside  are  three,  two 
of  them  bear  date  the  13th  of  April,  1855,  and  the 
third  bears  date  the  day  following. 


By  the  first  deed.  Sir  Henry  Bromley  grants,  during 
his  life,  an  annuity  of  763/.  per  annum  to  the  De- 
fendant Henry  Porter  Smith,  redeemable  on  payment 
of  8,190/.  155.  By  the  second  deed.  Sir  Henry  Brom- 
ley grants,  during  his  life,  an  annuity  of  858/.  per  annum 
to  Sir  John  Wilson,  who  is  since  deceased,  and  who  is 

now 
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now  reptesented  by  the  DeFendants  Boustead  and  An^ 
thont/y  redeemable  on  payment  of  9,214/.  10^.;  and  by 
the  third  deed,  Sir  Henry  Bromley  mortgages  his 
reversionary  life  interest  for  the  sum  of  10,000/.  and  in- 
terest at  6/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  the  Albert  life 
Insurance  Company,  which  Company  is  represented  in 
their  different  capacities  of  trustees,  secretary  and 
manager  by  the  last  five  Defendants  on  the  record,  not 
including  the  Attorney-General,  who  is  made  a  De- 
fendant solely  in  respect  of  a  judgment  of  outlawry 
now  in  force  against  the  Plaintiff. 


The  transaction  complained  of,  of  which  these  three 
deeds  form  a  part,  took  place  in  the  month  of  April,  1855, 
but  it  is  so  connected  with  an  earlier  transaction  in  2)e- 
cember,  1853,  that  it  is  necessary  to  go  into  the  details 
of  this  earlier  dealing  between  the  same  parties,  both 
for  the  purpose  of  understanding  the  transaction  itself, 
which  is  one  of  some  complication,  and  also  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  the  grounds  and  making  clear  the 
principle  on  which  my  decision  rests. 


The  property  in  question  charged  by  the  deeds  is  a 
considerable  estate  in  the  counties  of  Nottingham  and 
Leicester,  the  gross  annual  rental  of  which  appears,  as 
far  as  I  can  judge  from  the  evidence,  to  have  been,  at 
the  time  of  this  transaction  and  to  be  now,  something 
exceeding  8,000/.  per  annum,  but  from  this  is  to  be 
made  considerable  deductions,  among  them  a  jointure 
in  favor  of  Lady  Bromley  of  1,650/.  per  annum,  and 
various  outgoings  and  other  charges  out  of  the  estate, 
reducing  the  life  estate  of  the  Plaintiff,  expectant  on  the 
decease  of  his  father,  to  about  2,600/.  per  annum.  The 
property  had  been  originally  settled  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage  of  Sir  Robert  Bromley  on  himself  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male.    The 

Plaintiff 
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Plaintiff  was  his  eldest  son,  and  therefore  tenant  in  tail 
in  remainder.  By  the  effect  of  disentailing  deeds  and 
new  appointments,  the  estate  tail  in  reversion  of  the 
Plaintiff  had,  in  August  of  the  year  1851,  been  con- 
verted into  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male. 

The  dealings  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defend- 
ants began  in  the  month  of  November^  1853,  and  the 
first  transaction  between  them  was  concluded  in  the 
month  of  December  in  that  year.  The  first  overture 
was  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  an  adver- 
tisement appearing  in  the  newspapers  and  some  dealings 
which  his  brother  had  had  with  the  same  persons,  which 
are  not  in  question  in  this  suit.  The  first  application 
was  made  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Allen,  at  his  office, 
28a,  Regent  Street,  and  by  him  the  Plaintiff  was  intro- 
duced to  a  Mr.  Rogers,  who  carried  on  business  as  a 
solicitor  in  the  same  house. 


1859. 


The  Plaintiff  employed  Mr.  Rogers  as  his  soHcitor,  to 
negociate  the  loan  for  him.  Mr.  Rogers  had  previously 
negociated  loans  for  his  clients  with  the  Albert  Life  In^ 
surance  Company,  and  accordingly,  on  the  present  oc- 
casion, Mr.  Rogers,  acting  as  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
and  on  his  behalf,  applied  to  the  Defendant  George 
Goldsmith  Kirby,  who  was  and  is  the  manager  of  the 
Albert  Life  Insurance  Company,  carrying  on  business 
at  No.  1 1 ,  Waterloo  Place,  Pall  Mall,  to  ascertain  if  a 
loan  of  money  could  be  procured  for  the  Plaintiff  upon 
the  security  of  his  reversionary  estate.  Upon  receiving 
this  overture,  Mr.  Kirby  communicated  the  Plaintiff's 
desire  to  Mr.  Smith  the  Defendant,  and  to  Sir  John 
Wilson,  who  I  have  stated  is  since  deceased,  and  put 
them  in  communication  with  Mr.  Rogers,  the  solicitor 
acting  for  the  Plaintiff  in  this  matter.    The  Defendants 

ascertained 
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ascertained  from  Messrs.  Sweeting  ^  Byrne,  who  were 
the  family  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff^  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  Plaintiff's  interest,  and  the  value  of 
the  estate,  and  entered  into  negociations  with  him 
accordingly;  when  I  say,  the  Defendants  ascertained 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  Plaintiff's  interest,  I 
mean  that  they  did  so  by  themselves  or  their  agents. 
Sir  John  Wilson,  who  appears  to  have  been  a  retired 
JEkist  Indian  officer,  probably,  personally  knew  nothing 
of  the  whole  matter,  or  any  of  the  details  of  it,  except 
that  he  was  advancing  money  on  what  he  considered  to 
be  a  good  security  for  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than 
could  be  obtained  in  ordinary  money  transactions. 
After  some  negociation,  the  following  ari-angement  was 
carried  into  effect,  by  the  execution  of  four  deeds,  two 
of  which  bore  date  on  the  3rd  of  November,  and  the 
remaining  two  on  the  8th  December,  1853.  By  one 
deed,  the  Plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  5,000/.,  granted 
to  Henry  Porter  Smith  a  present  annuity  of  450t,  to 
continue  for  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff,  but  to  be  redeem- 
able at  any  time  without  previous  notice  on  payment  of 
5,112/.  10^.,  that  is,  on  payment  of  the  amount  ad- 
vanced, together  with  one  quarter's  payment  of  the 
annuity,  which  addition  was  made  to  compensate  for 
the  absence  of  notice. 

I  purposely  omit,  in  order  to  avoid  confusion  in  the 
consideration  of  this  part  of  the  case,  the  question 
whether  the  reversionary  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  was 
supposed  to  be  an  estate  in  tail  male  or  for  life.  I  shall 
deal  with  that  question  separately. 

The  annuity  was  secured  by  the  deed  on  the  rever- 
sionary estate  of  the  Plaintiff,  whatever  that  estate  was. 
The  annuity  was  calculated  on  such  a  rate  as  would  pay 
6/.  per  cent,  interest  on  the  money  advanced,  and  also  the 
premiums  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff,  that 

is 
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is  to  say,  300Z.  per  annum  for  the  interest  at  6/.  per 
cent,  on  5,000/.,  and  150/.  per  annum  for  the  premiums 
required  to  insure  the  hfe  of  the  Plaintiff,  then  of  the 
age  of  thirty-seven  years,  for  the  sura  of  6,000/. 

The  advance  by  Sir  John  Wilson  was  regulated  and 
conducted  in  exactly  the  same  manner.  By  the  second 
deed,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  4,000/.,  the  Phiin- 
tiff  granted  an  annuity  of  360/.  per  annum  to  Sir  John 
Wilson^  for  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff,  secured  in  like 
manner  on  his  reversionary  interest  in  the  family  estates. 

But  the  matter  did  not  and  indeed  could  not,  rest 
there.  This  was  sufficiently  obvious  : — that  if  nothing 
more  was  done,  during  the  life  of  Sir  Robert  Bromley,  at 
least,  the  Plaintiff  would  have  no  means  of  paying  the 
annuity  as  it  accrued  due,  nor  would  the  annuitants  have 
any  means  of  enforcing  or  obtaining  payment  of  it.  In 
order  to  obviate  this  difficulty,  the  following  expedient 
was  resorted  to: — The  Plaintiff  purchased  from  the 
Albert  Life  Assurance  Company  an  annuity  of  450/.  to 
last  for  five  years  if  Sir  Robert  and  the  Plaintiff  should 
both  so  long  live,  at  the  price  of  1,765/.,  and  he  bought 
another  annuity  of  360/.,  to  last  the  same  time,  at  the 
price  of  1,412/.  It  was  settled  that  Smith  should 
receive  from  the  office  the  annuity  of  450/.  so  long  as 
it  endured,  and  Sir  John  Wilson  should  receive  the  an- 
nuity of  360/.  in  like  manner.  The  whole  transaction 
was  concluded  on  the  8th  of  December,  1853,  and 
4,000/.  was  then  paid  to  the  Plaintiflf'  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  Smith  (1,000/.  having  been  previously  by  anticipa- 
tion paid  to  him),  thus  making  up  the  5,000/.  which  was 
paid  to  him  in  Bank  of  England  notes.  Out  of  this 
money,  the  Plaintiff  paid  1,765/.  to  the  Albert  Life  As^ 
surance  Company  for  the  annuity  granted  by  them.  At 
the  same  time,  4,000/.  was  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  on  behalf 
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ir  Sr  J'laxL  ^^usamu  '^vc cf  v&icfa  the  PbiDUflTpaid  1,4122. 
oi  ne  Ahert  lifi  jlavwcr  for  the  second  annuity  of 
ItfilL  xnDQsd  ay  r^esB.  After  deducting  those  two  sums, 
imirancixir  ftrs'^uer  to  S.lToL,  the  balance  of  5,8231, 
-vsnoiiim^  ji  lie  laoiis  cc  the  Plaintiff,  was  further  re- 
i\\exri  7y  TuyTiaic  c/  th^e  costs  of  the  transactioD. 
Wiiif:  -Liii^e  imiioBtni  ti>  does  not  appear,  however  the 
F'junnx  f=v«nrs  '^a  gci£t  received,  for  his  own  use  and 
leaeiTC  5.:1mX  i3«t  of  the  transaction,  and  if  this  be 
szrr^:x^  rxe  »ii'wre  of  V23/.  most  be  attributed  to 
•risc»  ZT  TTCTa»*mI  expenses,  bot  the  amount  of  those 
1.*?  JOG  iMm  ^  >*iies6cc.  and  the  pajrment  of  the  whole 
sva  re  iJKKL  &0  the  PSaintiff  is,  as  1  have  said,  proved, 
u>»tc^  ^  vi:s  as  t2e  time  and  as  part  of  the  same  trans- 
:a  recuced  b;  the  payments  I  have  already  stated. 


Tii»  k  ihe  first  dealing  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
De^cBkSuitSw  It  ss  impngned  by  the  bill,  it  is  defended 
by  ibe  DefeodantSw  and  they  bring  forward  a  large 
aa^iccst  cf  testiox^T  to  establish  that  the  sums  so  ad- 
Tx.-x*^  were  the  re^Iar  and  admitted  market  price  of 
pcrvixsfng  acd  granting  such  annuities.  This  transac- 
t^x-^  bovever.  is  not  now  subsisting;  it  has  been 
nhcry  so^^fseded  by  and  metged  in  the  subsequent 
tr4iis;ic:k>ns>  which  occurred  in  the  mouth  o(  April,  1855. 
It  is  oniv  necessanr  to  understand  it,  because  the  mode  of 
putting  an  end  to  it  formed  one  of  the  elements  in  the 
new  dealing  which  took  place  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendants. 

The  ages  of  the  Plaintiff  and  his  father  and  mother  are 
materia)  for  the  doe  appreciation  of  both  transactions. 
In  Dtcembfr,  1S54,  Sir  Robert  Bromley  was  seventy-five 
years  old,  Lady  Bromhy  was  sixty-six  years,  and  the 
Plaintiff  was  thirty-seven,  having  been  bom  on  Chnst* 
mas  Bay,  1816.      In  Ayril,  1855,  Sir  Rohert  Brcmkg 
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was  in  his  seventy-seventh  year,  and  the  Plaintiff  was 
thirty-eight  years  and  four  n)onths  old,  the  time  which 
elapsed  between  the  first  and  second  transactions  being 
sixteen  months,  within  a  few  days. 

The  PlaintiflTy  as  is  usual  in  such  cases,  found  that 
the  money  he  had  borrowed  lasted  him  but  a  very  short 
time,  and  accordingly,  in  March,  1855,  he  applied  to 
the  same  persons  for  a  further  advance.  The  new 
transaction  was  professedly  arranged  on  the  same  terms, 
that  is  to  say,  upon  the  principle  of  obtaining  6L  per 
cent,  annual  interest  for  the  advances,  and  paying  the 
premiums  necessary  to  insure  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff. 
But  it  was  deemed  advisable,  that  it  should  be,  as  it 
were,  a  new  transaction  beginning  from  that  time,  and 
consequently,  that  the  former  transaction  should  be 
closed,  and  for  this  purpose,  it  was  necessary,  in  the 
first  place,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  redeem  the  first 
annuities,  and  that  he  should  grant  fresh  ones  for  the 
amount  of  the  loans  required  by  him.  In  the  next 
place,  the  Defendants  Smith  and  Sir  John  Wilson 
began  to  be  apprehensive  that  Sir  Robert  BromUt/s  life 
might  be  prolonged  beyond  December^  1858,  and  there- 
fore, instead  of  limiting  the  security  to  be  obtained  from 
the  Albert  Insurance  Company  to  annuities  granted  for 
five  years,  upon  the  calculation  that  those  would  exceed 
the  period  of  the  joint  lives  of  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
father,  it  was  settled,  that  the  annuities  to  be  granted 
by  the  Albert  Insurance  Company  should  be  so  modi- 
fied as  to  make  them  last  for  the  joint  lives  of  Sir 
Robert  Bromley  and  the  Plaintiff,  however  long  that 
period  might  last. 


1869. 


Accordingly,  what  took  place  was  this : — Smith  ad- 
vanced to  the  Plaintiff  8,0<)0Z.,  as  the  purchase-money 
for  an  immediate  annuity  of  763/,  for  the  life  of  the 

u  u  2  Plaintiff, 
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P^'zcf:r.  ?«CTKreii  on  the  nrTersiooarr  interest  of  the 
P'jiJiirT  ia  cie  iimllj  estates.     Out  of  that  8,000/.,  the 
P^scf  zAJd  bftck  to  Mr.  Smilk  5,112/.  10s.,  which 
lie  rrfcrf  :cr  the  rednrption  of  the  annuity  of  450/. 
i   hj  -Jie   c.*-d  oi   D€ctmb€r,   1853.     This  left  a 
izce  H  i>>7i.  1'-^  in  the  Plain  tiff's  hands,  but  out 
cf  riis  ire  ra^d  a  f-riher  sum  of  1^72/.  IOjp.  to  the 
Alj^fri  (.'-frL^f,  i>  t\e  rrce  cf  an  annuitv  of  450/.,  to 
cciii3ieco;  It  tie  en-i  cf  the  annuity  of  450/.  already 
£-xz>c  hT  ^'le  A2erz  Ofrice  in  December.   1853,  and 
wi-ca..  Lii  a=j  e*«a*,  w^as  de*erniinabie  at  the  expiration 
o/  lie  T^fxrsv  i::d  which  annuitv  was  to  continue  for  the 
vi:it  IiT«  cf   Sir  R^i^rt  Bromlty  and    the   PluintiflT, 
fec«-^er  ntawte  thai  j.ef:cd  might  be.     By  this  means, 
taersfiVc^*,  i:i  asy  event,  the  payment  of  450/.,  part  of 
tifce  arnxiiT  cf  T»5>i  gncted  to  the  Plaintiff,  was  pro- 
T>i«iU  fcff  arcl  tbe  rtTer^ivnarv  interest  of  ihfe  Plaintiff 
hec^jne  vesced  is  pc«sc<>!on.  but  it  led  the  present  pay- 
nec:  c/  S!S«^  the  remainder  of  that  annuity  of  763/., 
«Br<fOTided  kx- daring  the  joint  Hvesof  the  Plaintiff  and 
b5>  fji:r-*r.     \zL  like  n:*nnrr.  Sir  John  Wilson  paid  to 
t*e  P*JL  r.f3  i*  AW'.,  as  the  purchase-money  for  an  im- 
tr«eciu:e  ancu-ty  of  n5->/.  granted    for  the  life  of  the 
PU  E::a   to  Str  J:kM  if'i/*o«,  secured   on   the  rever- 
skv.iry  irrterest  of  the   Pbintitf  in  the   fanaly  estates. 
Ou:  of  this  1»a\'0/-,  the  Plaintifl'  repaid   to  Sir  John 
W:  jc«  :be  *cu:  of  4.CS«-V.,  being  the  redemption  money 
fixed  Kv  t^e  re-porcbase  of  the  annuity  of  360/.  by  the 
deed  of  /Vorai'5rr«  1nS3.  This  left  in  the  PlaintiflTs  hands 
a  KAlar.ce  of  4^U*/.,  but  this  balance  was  further  re* 
duced  by  a  payment  of  1,098/.,  which  was  paid  to  the 
Albert  Instircnce  Omcey  as  the  consideration  for  the 
grant  of  an  annuity  of  3(>0/.,  to  commence  at  the  expi- 
ration of  the  annuity  of  360/.  already  granted  by  the 
Albert  Insmmnct    Company  in   December ^    1853,  and 
whicb»  at  the  latest,  ceased  in  the  month  of  December, 

1858. 
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1858.  This  new  annuity  was  to  continue  till  the  death 
of  either  Sir  Hubert  Bromley  or  the  Plaintiff,  however 
remote  that  might  be.  This,  therefore,  as  in  the  ana- 
logous instance  of  Henry  Porta*  Smith,  provided  for 
the  payment  of  360/.,  part  of  the  annuity  of  858/.,  now 
granted  to  Sir  John  Wilson,  until  the  reversionary  inte- 
rest in  the  family  estates  in  tail  vested  in  possession. 
But  it  left  the  payment  of  478/.,  the  remainder  of  this 
annuity  of  858/.,  unprovided  for  during  the  joint  lives 
of  the  Plaintiff  and  his  father. 


1859, 


Bromley 

V. 

Smith, 
boustead 

V. 

Bromley. 
Smith 

V, 

Bromley. 


The  annual  payment,  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 
Plaintiff'  and  his  father,  of  the  two  sums  of  313/.  and 

• 

498/,,  amounting  altogether  to  811/.,  had  therefore  still 
to  be  provided  for.  This  object  could  not  be  accom- 
plished by  the  present  purchase  of  an  annuity  from  the 
Albert  Life  Office,  for  the  balance  of  the  two  sums  of 
money  paid  by  the  Plaintiff',  and  remaining  in  his  hands, 
were  not  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  leave  anything  substantial  for  the  Plaintiff  to  receive ; 
for  out  of  the  8,000/.  paid  to  him  by  the  Defendant 
Smith,  the  Plaintiff  had  already  but  1,515/.  remaining, 
and  out  of  the  9,000/.  paid  to  him  by  Sir  John  Wilson 
he  had  but  the  balance  of  3,812/. 


If,  therefore,  the  Albert  Company  were  to  grant  a 
present  annuity  of  811/.  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 
Plaintiff  and  his  father,  that  would  only  be  accom- 
])lished  by  securing  to  the  Albert  Company  the  price  of 
that  annuity  by  a  mortgage  on  the  reversionary  interest 
of  the  Plaintiff.  Accordingly,  this  part  of  the  arrange- 
ment was  accomplished  in  the  following  manner  : — 
The  Albert  Company  undertook  to  pay  for  this  unpro- 
vided portion  of  the  two  annuities,  amounting  together 
to  the  sum  of  811/.,  in  consideration  of  receiving  a  sum 
of  151/.  paid  down,  and  a  further  sum  of  10,000/.,  to  be 

secured 
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secured  by  a  judgment  and  by  a  mortgage  on  the  rever- 
sionary interest  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  family  estates. 
This  sum  was  ascertained  in  the  following  manner : — 
The  annuities  they  would  have  to  pay  were  811/.;  the 
sum  necessary  to  insure  the  hfe  of  the  Plaintiff^  to  secure 
the  sum  of  10,000/.  would  be  280/.  I6s8d.,  the  interest  on 
10,000/.  at  61.  per  cent,  would  be  600/.,  and  those  sums 
altogether  amounting  to  1,691/.  16«.  8d.  Besides  those, 
the  sums  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Smith  and  Sir  J.  Wilson, 
who  had  other  claims,  amounted  to  per  annum  810/., 
making  2,501/.  16^.  8d.  to  be  annually  allowed  to  them 
in  respect  of  the  payments  they  had  to  make,  and  which 
would  balance  those  payments. 

The  payments,  therefore,  which  they  had  to  make 
in  the  first  instance,  were  for  premiums  of  insurance 
and  interest  on  the  10,000/.,  880/.  \6s.8d.;  and  se- 
condly, the  annuities  to  Mr.  Smith  and  Sir  John  Wil- 
son^ amounting  to  the  sum  of  1,621/.,  making  the  same 
sum  total  of  2,501/.  I6s.  8d. 


The  account  is  thus  stated  by  the  Albert  Assurance 
Company  in  their  answer: — "And  I  further  say,  that 
the  Plaintiff  also  signed  an  account  between  himself 
and  the  said  Albert  Assurance  Company,  being  the 
account  which  in  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the 
14th  day  of  April,  1855,  is  recited  to  have  been  settled 
and  signed  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  such  indenture, 
which  was  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to 
say :" — 

Henry  Bromley,  Esq..  in  account  with  Swynfen  Jercit 
Esq.,  Dr.  Henry  Urmston  Thomson  and  Sir  William 
Henry  Dillon  (being  the  account  referred  to  in  a 
certain  deed  of  mortgage,  dated  the  14th  day  of  April, 
1855,  to  which  the  aforesaid  are  parties). 

1855,  April  14th.— To  amount  of  the  conside- 
ration 
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ration  for  anuuity  of  1,691/.  IGs.  Sd.  granted 
by  the  Albert  Life  Assurance  Company,  and 
payable  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  said 
Henry  Bromley  and  his  father  Sir  Robert 
Hone  Bromley,  Bart.  ,         .    '     . 

To  stamp  for  the  grant  .... 

To  amounts  of  the  consideration  for  annuities 
of  450/.  and  .S6C/.  granted  by  the  said  Albert 
Life  Assurance  Company,  and  payable  during 
the  remainder  of  the  joint  existence  of  the 
said  Henry  Bromley  and  Sir  Robert  Howe 
Bromley  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of 
annuities  of  450/.  and  360/.  granted  by  the 
said  company  to  the  said  Henry  Bromley  on 
the  8th  day  of /)ec£in6er,  185.3     . 

To  stamps  for  the  grants        .... 


5. 


1859. 


10,151     0 
51     0 


2,470  10 
12  10 


£12,685     0 


That  explains  bow  the  12,685/.  is  made  up. 

That  is  the  debtor  account, — the  creditor  account  is 
this: — 
April  14th. 

By  amount  secured  by  the  mortgage  deed  above         £       s* 
mentioned 10,000     0 

By  cash  received  of  Mr.  Henry  Bromley  .      2,685     0 

£12,685     0 


That/ although  stated  in  a  different  form,  is  exactly, 
in  its  results,  the  same  transaction  as  that  which  I 
have  stated  to  have  taken  place. 


Evidence  is  brought  forward,  to  which  I  will  pre- 
sently refer,  with  a  view  to  shew  that  the  sums  paid 
and  the  annuities  granted  were  the  fair,  regular  and 
market  price  for  each  part  of  this  transaction.  As* 
Burning  this  to  be  the  case,  it  cannot  be  denied,  that 

if 


Bromley 

V. 
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1859.        if  i^  *s  to  be  regarded  as  a  whole,  it  pressed  heauly 
on  the  Plaintiff.     To  him  the  result  of  it  was,  that  he 
got  6,176/.  in  cash,  that  he  granted  annuities  for  811/., 
Smith.        and   that  his  estate   wafi  charged   with    18,202/.  debt, 
BousTBAD     j^^j   j^  ^jjjg  pggy)^    J    Qjrjjj^  ji^g  consideration  of  costs 

Bromley,  and  expenses,  which  necessarily  must  have  been  very 
Smith         heavy  in  such  a  complicated  transaction,  involving  the 

Bromley,  preparation  and  execution  of  so  many  deeds.  The 
Plaintiff  swears  he  only  put  into  his  pocket,  out  of  these 
transactions,  the  net  sum  of  8,695/.  According  to  the 
Defendants*  shewing,  he  obtained  on  both  these  trans- 
actions the  sum  of  11,000/.,  subject  to  the  necessary 
deductions  for  costs  and  expenses.  According  to  the 
Plaintiff's  statement,  after  deducting  costs,  he  only 
obtained  8,695/.  One  thing  is  clear,  that  if  the  former 
transaction  had  been  allowed  to  remain  unaltered,  and 
the  parties  had  proceeded  to  negotiate  a  fresh  loan,  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  strangers  to  the 

• 

first  transaction,  and  upon  the  same  footing,  which 
might  have  been  done,  assuming  that  the  Plaintiff's 
share  in  the  net  rental  of  the  settled  estates  would 
have  amounted  to  2,500/.  per  annum,  he  would  have 
saved,  in  the  first  place,  2,002/.  \0s.  paid  for  the  re- 
demption of  the  two  first  annuities,  and  he  would,  in 
the  second  place,  have  saved  the  2,470/.  10*.  paid  for 
converting  the  annuities  for  the  joint  lives  of  himself 
and  his  father,  determinable  at  the  expiration  of  five 
years,  into  annuities  for  the  joint  lives  of  his  father 
and  himself,  if  that  event  occurred  subsequently  to 
December f  1858.  It  is  also  clear,  that,  as  Sir  Robert 
was  about  one  year  older  in  1855,  the  second  transac- 
tion, if  vaiied  at  all  in  this  respect,  ought  to  have  been 
in  a  direction  more  favorable  to  the  Plaintiff.  If  the 
second  loan  had  been  negotiated  upon  the  same  terms, 
in  all  res|)ect8,  as  the  former  one,  the  Plaintiff,  accord- 
ing to  the  statement  on  both  sides,  would  have  obtained 

a  large 
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a  large  amount  of  money  to  meet  bis  wants^  and  he 
would  have  saved  at  least  9,000/.  in  the  amount  of  the 
additional  charge  to  be  thrown  on  his  reversionary  life 
estate. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  transaction  can  be  im- 
peached in  this  Court,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances 
established  by  the  evidence  to  wliich  I  am  about  to  refer  ? 
In  the  first  place,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  it  is,  in 
my  opinion,  established  by  the  evidence,  that  Mr.  Rogers 
acted  as  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff  throughout,  and 
not  as  solicitor  of  any  other  person.  That  he  was  well 
acquainted  with  the  Defendants  who  transacted  the 
matter,  and  that  he  had  had  dealings  with  them  before  is 
clear,  but  this  is  always  or  generally  the  case  in  such 
matters  as  these,  and  is  not,  in  ray  opinion,  very 
material. 


1809. 


In  the  second  place,  it  is  also,  in  my  opinion,  clearly 
established,  that  the  Plaintiff  knew  perfectly  well  what 
he  was  doing  throughout,  and  that  the  whole  matter 
was  clearly  ex])lained  to  him  in  untechnical  language. 
The  paper  written  and  signed  by  him  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  this  fact.  He  was,  moreover,  a  gentleman 
of  mature  years,  in  the  vigour  of  his  life  and  intellect, 
and  at  that  period  of  life  when,  if  ever,  he  must  have 
been  most  competent  to  understand  such  matters.  He 
had  also,  as  appears  from  what  I  have  already  stated, 
experience  of  such  transactions,  both  on  his  own  account 
and  those  of  his  brother.  It  was  with  this  knowledge, 
and  surrounded  with  these  circumstances,  that  the 
PlaintiflF  entered  into  the  transaction  of  Aprils  1865, 
which  I  have  described,  as  it  is  established  by  the  facts 
proved  or  admitted  in  the  case. 

It  is  now  necessary  to  consider  the  principles  of  law 

applicable 
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applicable  to  this  case.  The  general  rule  is  this: — 
When  a  person  deals  with  an  expectant  heir  for  his  re- 
version, and  the  dealing  is  disputed,  the  burthen  of 
proof  lies  upon  the  person  so  dealing  to  prove  the  fair- 
ness of  the  transaction.  Is  there  anything  in  this  case 
to  prevent  the  application  of  that  rule?  That  Courts 
of  Equity  look  with  peculiar  favor  on  expectant  heirs 
dealing  for  their  expectancies  is  not  to  be  disputed. 
But  in  the  first  instance,  a  distinction  is  taken,  on  behalf 
of  the  Defendants,  that  this  Court  does  not  look  at  a 
charge  upon  the  reversion  in  the  same  light  as  it  does 
the  sale  of  the  reversion,  and  though  the  words  of  the 
reported  cases  are -^'^  an  expectant  heir  dealing  for 
his  expectancy  and  reversion,"  those  words,  it  is  con- 
tended, are  confined  to  cases  of  sale,  and  do  not  extend 
to  cases  of  charge  or  money  borrowed  upon  the  security 
of  the  reversion.  I  am  unable,  however,  to  discover 
anything  that  warrants  such  a  distinction.  On  prin- 
ciple, it  clearly  cannot  be  supported,  for  a  mortgage  or  a 
charge  is  always  considered  in  this  Court  as  a  sale 
pro  tanto,  and  it  would  be  a  very  easy  but  a  very 
transparent  device,  in  any  case  when  a  sale  was  really 
intended,  to  call  it  a  charge,  and  mnke  the  conditions  of 
redemption  such  as  to  render  it  clear  that  the  redemp- 
tion would  be  impossible,  and  that  the  charge  must 
exhaust  the  whole  value  of  the  interest  of  the  borrower 
when  it  becomes  vested  in  possession.  If  it  cannot  be 
founded  on  principle,  as  little  can  it  be  rested  on  reported 
decisions.  I  cannot  find  that  any  such  distinction  has 
ever  been  countenanced  by  anything  to  be  found  in  the 
books.  The  case  of  Davis  v.  The  Duke  of  Marl- 
borovffh{a),  is  certainly  all  but  an  express  decision  the 
other  way,  and  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon^  fre- 
quently referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  which 
are  to  be  found  in  page  154  of  that  report,  expressly 

lay 
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CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


663 


lay  down,  that  a  grants  by  an  expectant  heir,  of  a 
present  annuity  charged  upon  an  estate  in  expectation 
is  a  dealing  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  and  that 
such  an  heir  is  entitled  to  the  protection  given  by  the 
Court  of  Equity  to  an  heir  apparent  dealing  for  his  ex* 
pectation. 

It  was  argued,  that  if  the  raising  of  money  in  this 
way  be  not  permitted  to  be  accomplished  directly,  it 
will  be  so  indirectly ;  that  nothing  can  prevent  an  ex- 
pectant heir  from  permitting,  either  by  confession  or 
warrant  of  attorney  or  adversely,  a  judgment  to  be 
entered  up  against  him ;  that  the  judgment,  so  entered 
up,  will  bind  the  reversion,  and  will  become  a  charge 
upon  it,  and  that  in  this  mode,  at  least,  the  reversion 
may  be  sold.  I  think  however  the  cases  are  dis- 
tinguishable;  the  case  of  an  adverse  judgment  is  not 
a  direct  dealing  by  the  expectant  heir  with  his  reversion, 
and  if  it  were,  the  reversion  would  be  sold  by  auction, 
which  it  is  admitted  may  be  done,  and  by  this  means  the 
heir  obtains  a  tolerably  certain  proof  that  he  has  obtained 
for  his  reversion  as  much  as  it  is  worth ;  but  if  not  sold 
by  auction  and  the  judgment  were  only  part  of  the 
transaction,  it  would  not  afiect  the  view  which  the  Court 
would  take  of  the  case.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that 
the  fact,  that  this  is  a  charge  and  not  a  sale,  does  not 
affect  the  case,  and  that  though  it  is  a  charge  effected 
upon  a  reversion,  this  does  not  prevent  the  application  of 
the  rule. 


1869. 
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The  next  question  is,  does  the  fact  that  the  expectant 
heir  is  a  person  of  mature  age  prevent  the  application 
of  the  rule  ?  This  also  appears  to  me  to  be  settled  in 
the  negative  by  the  decided  cases.  In  the  case  of  The 
Earl  Portmore  v.  Taylor  {a\  the  expectant  heir  was 

thirty-six 
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thirly-six  years  of  age,  and  in  none  of  tlie  cases  does  the 
age  of  the  expectant  heir  appear  to  have  been  regarded 
as  a  matter  of  importance.  Lord  Eldon^  in  Davis  v. 
T/ie  Duke  of  Marlborovgh  (a)  says,  "  according  to  the 
decisions  of  this  Court,  I  do  not  think  that  years  make 
much  difference  in  the  protection  afforded  to  an  ex- 
pectant heir."  I  think,  therefore,  the  fact,  that  in  case 
before  me  the  Plaintiff  was  in  his  thirty-ninth  year  in 
April,  1855,  does  not  debar  him  from  asking  relief  in 
Court. 


The  next  question  is,  does  the  fact,  that  the  expectant 
heir  was  well  acquainted  with  and  fully  understood  the 
whole  nature  of  the  transaction,  prevent  the  application 
of  the  rule?  Here  again,  upon  a  reference  to  the  de- 
cided cases,  no  such  distinction  is  found  to  prevail.  Lord 
£ldon,  in  the  case  already  referred  to,  expressly  declares 
the  non-application  of  it,  for  although  he  admits  his 
feeling  to  be,  that,  in  many  cases,  those  who  seek  relief 
from  these  annuities  have  really  taken  as  much  ad- 
vantage of  the  annuitants  as  those  annuitants  have 
taken  of  them,  still  he  says,  that  the  expectant  heir 
is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  principle,  and  casts 
the  burthen  on  the  annuitant  to  shew  that  the  bargain 
was  reasonable. 


Neither  is  it  necessary  for  the  heir  to  shew  that  he 
was  in  distress  for  money  at  the  time ;  that  fact  is  as- 
sumed, from  the  circumstance  of  his  having  dealt  with 
any  one  upon  such  a  footing,  and  the  assumption,  that 
the  person  advancing  the  money  has  possibly  taken 
advantage  of  that  distress,  is  the  reason  why  the  Court 
throws  upon  him  the  burthen  of  proving  that  the  bargain 
he  executed  was  reasonable. 

It 
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It  was  argued,  with  much  force,  that  the  doctrine  of 
the  Court,  in  such  matters,  is  in  truth  an  injury  to  the 
persons  intended  to  be  protected,  and  that  to  prevent 
any  person,  however  great  may  be  his  necessity,  from 
raising  any  money  upon  the  reversion  of  his  estate, 
unless  at  the  peril  of  having  the  whole  transaction 
ripped  up  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  being  put  to 
the  proof  of  establishing  the  fairness  and  reasonableness 
of  the  terms  upon  which  it  was  conducted,  only  pro- 
duces this  effect : — ^That  it  adds  to  the  transaction  the 
additional  element  of  uncertainty,  which  must  be 
paid  for  by  the  borrower,  and  therefore  increases  the 
exorbitancy  of  the  terms  required  from  the  heir,  in  order 
to  pay  the  lender  for  the  liabihty  he  incurs  of  the 
bargain  being  afterwards  contested.  It  is  not  my 
province,  in  this  place,  nor  am  I  disposed,  to  express 
any  dissent  from  or  assent  to  the  argument  thus 
adduced.  The  province  of  the  Judge  sitting  in  the 
Court  is,  to  administer  and  not  to  reform  the  Law,  and 
so  long  as  the  legislature  thinks  fit  to  leave  the  law  in 
its  present  state,  this  Court  must  apply  the  principles  it 
finds  established,  and  must  administer  relief  to  expectant 
heirs,  who,  after  they  have  come  into  possession  of  their 
property,  complain  of  the  unconscionable  bargains  which 
they  have  previously,  from  necessity,  been  compelled  to 
enter  into,  with  persons  who  would  advance  their  money 
to  them  upon  no  other  terms. 


1869. 


Having  then  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  three 
following  matters,  viz.,  first,  that  the  transaction  was  a 
charge  and  not  a  sale,  secondly,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
a  man  of  mature  age,  and  thirdly,  that  he  perfectly 
understood  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  transaction,  do 
not,  whether  taken  separately  or  conjointly,  disentitle 
the  Plaintiff  to  relief,  the  only  matter  that  remains  to  be 
considered  is,  whether  the  Defendants  have  discharged 

the 
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the  burthen  which,  as  I  have  stated,  the  rule  of  the 
Court  throws  upon  them,  viz.,  that  of  proving  that  the 
bargain  of  1865  was  a  fair  and  reasonable  bargain  ?  In 
my  opinion,  they  have  failed  in  accomplishing  their 
task. 

In  the  first  place,  I  examine  the  transaction  by  taking 
each  case  separately,  and  then  by  taking  the  whole 
conjointly.  In  taking  each  case  separately,  the  fol- 
lowing results  appear : — First,  as  to  the  Albert  Ai- 
surance  Company y  I  have  no  evidence  before  me  to  shew 
that  the  sum  of  10,000/.  charged  on  the  reversion,  to- 
gether with  the  sura  of  151/.  paid  down,  was  a  fair  and 
proper  price  for  the  annuity  of  811/.  per  annum;  and 
what  is  more,  I  have  evidence  of  the  Defendants  before 
me,  which,  by  analogy  and  inference  from  their  state- 
ment of  what  is  fair,  leads  me  to  the  conclusion,  that 
even  without  the  payment  of  151/.,  the  charge  of 
10,000/.  was  too  large  a  price  to  be  paid  for  that  an- 
nuity. 

Secondly.  As  to  Mr.  Smithy  it  is  obvious  that  by 
blending  the  old  annuity  into  a  fresh  annuity,  instead  of 
purchasing  an  additional  annuity,  he  obtained  112/.  or 
one  quarter's  annuity  from  the  Plaintiff,  which  he  could 
not  otherwise  have  obtained. 

Thirdly.  The  same  observation  applies  to  Sir  John 
Wilson,  although  the  amount,  in  his  case,  is  smaller, 
viz.  the  sum  of  90/. 


These  facts  prove,  that  a  sum  was  given  in  this  case 
larger  than  what  ought  to  have  been  given,  although, 
having  regard  to  the  magnitude  of  the  transaction,  the 
excess  is  not  considerable.  In  my  opinion,  the  trans- 
action cannot  properly  be  regarded  as  three  separate 
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transactions,  but  really  was,  and  ought  to  be  re- 
garded as  one  combined  operation,  in  which  both  the 
Albert  Life  Assurance  Company,  Mr.  Smith  and  Sir 
John  Wilson  were  jointly,  for  their  different  interests, 
concerned.  I  not  only  give  the  Defendants  full  credit 
for  their  denial  of  any  collusion  or  concert,  but  I  am 
convinced  that  nothing  of  that  sort  existed  between 
them,  in  any  improper  sense  of  the  word.  Of  this,  I 
am  equally  convinced,  that  Mr.  Smithes  bargain  with 
the  Plaintiff  could  not  have  been  effected,  except  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  Albert  Insurance  Company^ 
or  of  some  other  Insurance  Company,  which  would 
have  acted  a  similar  part ;  and  also,  that,  in  like  manner, 
Sir  John  Wilson* s  advances  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the 
security  of  his  annuity,  could  only  have  been  effected 
through  the  Albert  Life  Assurance  Company,  or  some 
person  or  company  who  would  have  performed  the  part 
sustained  by  them  in  this  matter. 


1859. 


It  is,  in  fact,  one  transaction  in  every  proper  sense  of 
the  term.  The  parties  to  it  act  quite  openly,  they  say  to 
the  Plaintiff,  "  we  will  not  deal  with  you  upon  any 
other  terms  than  these ;"  the  Plaintiff  understands  this, 
he  learns  what  those  terms  are,  and  he  agrees  to  them, 
but  the  real  fact  is,  that  the  whole  matter  is  one  trans- 
action, by  which  the  Plaintiff  is  to  obtain  as  much 
money  as  he  can  upon  the  security  of  his  reversionary 
life  estate,  and  into  that  transaction  four  parties  enter; 
first,  the  Plaintiff,  who  borrows  the  money;  secondly 
and  thirdly,  Henry  Porter  Smith  and  Sir  John  Wilson, 
who  between  them  advance  the  money ;  and  fourthly, 
the  Albert  Life  Assurance  Company,  who  in  conside- 
ration of  receiving  a  part  of  that  money  and  the  mort- 
gage of  the  PlaintifTs  reversion,  secure  to  Mr.  Smith 
and  Sir  John  Wilson  the  due  payment  of  the  annuities 
granted  to  them  by  the  Plaintiff. 

So 


668 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1859. 


Bromley 

V. 

Smith, 
boustead 

V. 

Bromley. 
Smith 

V, 

Bromley. 


So  regarding  the  matter,  the  Defendants  themselves 
have  supph'ed  me  with  a  test  by  which  to  appreciate  the 
character  and  to  decide  upon  the  fairness  and  reason- 
ableness of  the  bargain  of  April,  1855,  and  that  test  is, 
the  previous  bargain  of  December,  1853.  The  situation 
of  the  Plaintiff  was  more  favorable  to  him,  in  April, 
1855,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money,  than  it  was 
in  December,  1853;  he  ought,  therefore,  to  have  been 
able  to  raise  the  money  upon  terms  not  less  favorable 
than  those  on  which  he  obtained  it  before ;  the  income 
of  the  estate  being,  as  it  was  proved  to  have  been,  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  full  amount  of  these  annual  charges 
which  would  fall  upon  it  when  he  came  into  possession. 
In  December,  1853, the  Plaintiff' obtained  between  5,000/. 
and  6,000/.,  by  granting  two  annuities,  amounting  to- 
gether to  810/.  In  April,  1855,  he  obtained  from  600/, 
to  700/.  less,  upon  granting  two  annuities  amounting 
together  to  811/.,  and  giving  a  mortgage  upon  his 
reversionary  estate  for  10,000/.  Another  mode  of 
stating  the  case,  is  this:  — In  December,  1853,  the 
Plaintiff  obtained  5,825/.  as  the  price  for  granting  a 
present  annuity  of  810/.  redeemable  on  payment  of 
9,202/.  In  April,  1855,  having  redeemed  the  former 
annuities,  he  obtains  11,000/.,  as  the  price  for  granting 
a  present  annuity  of  1,621/.,  redeemable  on  payment  of 
18,202/.  and  a  mortgage  of  10,000/.;  this  result  is 
arrived  at  by  adopting  the  Defendants'  figures,  and 
without  taking  into  account  the  expenses,  all  of  which 
fell  upon  the  Plaintiff,  and  which  appear  to  have  been 
very  heavy. 


When  the  transaction  is  dissected  and  the  details  are 
examined,  the  pressure  upon  the  Plaintiff  becomes  still 
more  apparent.  No  reason  is  suggested  why  the  trans- 
action of  December,  1853,  was  annulled,  and  a  wholly 
new  one  set  on  foot,  beyond  this : — which  exists  in  all 
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these  cases,  namely,  that  the  Defendants  would  only 
deal  upon  that  footing,  and  yet,  the  immediate  effect  of 
annulling  the  old  transaction  and  merging  it  into  the 
new  one  was,  in  the  first  place,  that  in  order  to  effect  it 
the  Plaintiff  bad  to  pay  202/.  to  Mr.  Smith  and  Sir 
Jokn  Wilson,  purely  gratuitously,  and  for  which  he  got 
nothing  in  the  shape  of  an  equivalent;  and  in  the  second 
place,  he  had  to  pay  2,4702.  to  the  Albert  Insurance 
Company  in  order  to  eliminate  from  the  annuity  of  810/. 
granted  by  that  company  upon  the  terms  that  it  was  to 
cease,  either  at  the  end  of  five  years  or  at  the  termination 
of  the  joint  lives  of  Plaintiff  and  his  father,  whichever 
event  should  first  happen,  the  first  term,  namely,  that 
it  was  to  be  determined  at  the  end  of  five  years.   In  any 
event,  this  2,470/.  paid  to  the  Albert  Insurance  Com- 
pony  was  a  pure  loss  to  the  Plaintiff,  for  which   he 
received  nothing   in    the  shape  of  equivalent.      It  is 
true,  that  if  Sir  Robert  had  survived  the  five  years, 
it  would  have  been  necessary  to  provide  for  the  payment 
of  the  annuity  during  his  life,  but  even,  if  he  had  sur- 
vived at  the  end  of  five  years,  it  would  have  been  pos- 
sible  to    have  accomplished    this   upon   much   easier 
terms  than  by  the  payment  of  such  a  sum  of  money. 
If  the  first  transaction  was  a  fair  bargain,  as  the  De- 
fendants' witnesses  say  it  was,  and  if  it  was  no  more 
than   a   fair  bargain,  and  more   than   this   cannot  be 
assumed  in  favor  of  the  Defendants,  then  the  second 
must   be  considered   to  have  pressed   unfairly  on  the 
Plaintiff.     The  Defendants,  I  repeat,  supply  me  with  a 
test,  by  which  to  measure  the  character  of  the  second 
transaction,  and  that  test  produces  a  result  unfavorable 
to  them.     In  truth,  it  appears  to  me,  as  I  stated  it  to 
Sir  Richard  Bethell  in  the  course  of  his  argument,  as  if 
the  Defendants  had   taken  advantage  of  the  second 
application  for  money  by  the  Plaintiff-  to  convert  the 
first  transaction  into  one  more  favorable  for  each  of  the 
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three  parties  concerned  in  the  advance  than  it  originally 
was,  and  that  they  did  this  by  the  means  of  annulling 
it  and  merging  it  in  the  second  armngement. 

It  appears  from  this,  that^  in  my  opinion,  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  a  decree  upon  the  facts  proved,  aniess  he 
has  disentitled  himself  to  it  by  the  form  of  bis  pleadings. 
The  objection  urged  by  the  Defendants  upon  the  form 
of  the  pleadings  is  this  s — It  is  shewn  that  the  Plaintiff 
has,  in  many  paragraphs  of  his  bill,  alleged  that  the 
Defendants  acted  in  concert  and  collusion  with  each 
other,  and  entered  into  a  conspiracy  to  injure  him  and 
benefit  themselves;  that  he  has  advanced  these  as- 
sertions with  unscrupulous  freedom  and  recklessness, 
and  that  this  case  is  wholly  disproved.  The  rule  of  this 
Court,  and  a  rule  very  properly  and  strictly  enforced,  in 
order  to  prevent  Plaintiffs  from  wilfully  bringing  forward 
such  grave  charges,  is,  that  when  such  grave  charges  are 
made  and  not  proved,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs.  I  do  not  dispute  the  rule  or  the  propriety  of  it. 
I  consider,  however,  that  it  is  properly  limited  to  the 
extent  pointed  out  by  Lord  Cottenham,  in  the  case  of 
Arckbold  Y,  The  Charity  Commissioners  of  Ireland  (a). 
Those  observations,  in  my  opinion,  strictly  apply  to  this 
case.  The  relief  to  which  the  Plaintiff  is,  in  my  opinion, 
entitled  is  not  founded  on  any  fraud  or  conspiracy  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendants,  but  is  founded  on  the  fact 
that  they  were  all  parties  to  a  bargain  of  a  very  compli- 
cated character,  entered  into  with  the  Plaintiff  dealing 
with  them  for  his  expectancy,  which  they  have  failed  to 
prove  was  a  fair  and  reasonable  bargain.  It  is  true, 
that  the  passages  pointed  out  to  me  in  16th,  17th,  18th, 
58th,  61st  and  63rd  paragraphs  of  the  bill  are,  or  at  least 
many  of  them  are,  contrary  to  the  proved  facts  of  the  case, 
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but  it  must  be  admitted,  in  extenuation  of  such  state- 
mentSy  thai  the  Court  has,  on  the  consideration  of  the 
evidence  and  on  the  facts  proved,  come  to  the  conclusion, 
that  the  Defendants  Mr.  Smiih,  Sir  Joha  Wilson  and 
the  Albert  Life  Assurance  Company  were  all  parties  to 
a  transaction  by  which  money  was  advanced  upon 
unfair  terms.  It  is  true,  that  Sir  John  Wilson,  as  I 
have  already  stated,  knew  nothing  about  it.  It  is  also 
true,  that  the  directors  of  the  Albert  Life  Assurance 
Company,  who  are  Defendants,  were  personally  wholly 
ignorant  of  the  whole  matter,  but  as  directors,  and  in 
what  I  may  call  their  quasi  corporate  character,  they 
are  responsible  for  the  acts  of  Mr.  Kirby  their  manager. 
He  wanted  to  make  a  good  bargain  for  the  company, 
but  he  forgot  that  this  Court  might  require  him  to  prove 
that  it  was  a  reasonable  bargain  for  the  Plaintiff  to  enter 
into. 


1859. 


It  is  with  respect  to  this  part  of  the  case,  namely, 
the  allegations  of  collusion  and  conspiracy,  and  which 
are  equivalent  to  fraud,  though  the  word  "/rattcT'  is 
not  used  in  the  bill,  that  the  matter  I  have  alluded  to 
at  the  outset  of  these  observations  relates,  and  which 
has  been  strongly  pressed  upon  me  by  the  Plaintiff's 
counsel.  I  mean,  the  fact,  that  the  deeds  executed  by 
the  Plaintiff,  as  grantor  of  the  annuities  to  Mr.  Smith 
and  Sir  John  Wilson,  recited  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  decease  of 
his  father,  whereas  his  interest  is  limited  to  a  life 
estate ;  and  that  declarations  asserting  his  interest  to 
be  an  estate  tail  were  prepared  for  him,  and  were  in 
fact  made  by  him  in  solemn  form,  on  both  occasions. 
Little  point  was  made  of  this  fact  by  the  Defendants' 
counsel,  because  it  appears  that  the  validity  of  the  deed 
of  appointment  of  August,  1851,  could  not  be  impeached. 
In  my  opinion,  this  matter  has  no  direct  bearing  upon 
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the  case.  It  is,  in  my  opinion,  certaiti,  that  all  the 
parties  concerned  knew  or  ought  to  have  known  and 
had  received  distinct  notice,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  only 
tenant  for  life  in  remainder.  What  the  object  of  intro- 
ducing this  recital  was  I  abstain  from  examining  in  any 
detail ;  it  is  a  matter  not  creditable  to  anyone  concerned 
in  it,  not  certainly  to  the  person  who  introduced  the 
recital  into  the  deeds,  or  prepared  the  statutory  decla- 
rations, still  less  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  knowingly  made 
that  declaration  and  who  executed  the  deeds  containing 
the  recital.  I  will  not  pursue  the  subject  further,  be- 
cause, as  far  as  it  tells  in  favor  of  the  Defendants  and 
against  the  Plaintiff,  in  my  opinion,  it  does  not  in  any 
respect  establish  against  the  Defendants  a  case  of  fraud, 
and  so  far  as  it  tells  against  the  Plaintiff,  it  can  but  go 
to  discredit  his  testimony.  But  in  truth,  there  is  not,  in 
this  case,  upon  any  important  point  any  conflict  of  testi- 
mony, and  if  there  were,  I  do  not  proceed  upon  the 
Plaintiff's  evidence,  or  indeed  upon  the  evidence  of  the 
witnesses  adduced  in  his  favor,  although  no  objection 
could  be  made  to  their  testimony.  I  proceed  upon  the 
Defendants*  testimony,  and  it  is  upon  the  facts  proved 
and  admitted  by  them,  that  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion, that  this  transaction  of  April,  1865,  is  one, 
which,  having  regard  to  the  principles  which  bind  a 
Court  of  Equity  in  such  cases,  cannot  be  allowed  to 
stand. 


I  must,  therefore,  in  the  case  of  Bromley  v.  Smith 
make  a  decree,  to  the  effect,  that  on  payment  by  the 
Plaintiff  of  the  sums  advanced  to  him  by  Mr.  Smith 
and  Sir  John  Wilson,  together  with  interest  at  6/.  per 
cent,  per  annum,  the  deeds  must  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled,  and  in  taking  that  account,  they  must  give 
credit  for  the  suras  paid  to  them  in  respect  of  their 
respective  annuities.    The  Albert  Life  Insurance  Cam- 
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pony  must  also  refund   the  sums  paid   to  them,  and 
must  deliver  up  the  mortgage  deed  to  be  cancelled. 

At  one  time,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  it  passed 
through  my  mind,  that  the  effect  of  annulling  the  trans- 
action of  1855  might  be  to  set  up  the  transaction  of 
Heeember,  1853,  but  that  is  not  my  opinion.  I  men- 
tion it  now  for  the  purpose  of  guarding  against  any 
supposition  of  the  kind,  in  founding  the  decree  I  pro- 
nounce, that  the  part  of  that  transaction  which  was  not 
annulled  by  the  deed  of  Aprils  1855,  still  remains. 

The  Albert  Company ^  however,  must  repay  all  the 
siHUS  received  by  them  as  the  price  of  the  annuities 
granted  by  them  in  Aprils  1855,  which  will  now  be  put 
au  end  to,  and  as  two  of  the  annuities  which  were 
granted  by  them  in  December ,  1853,  which  would  have 
expired  by  the  decease  of  Sir  Robert  Bromley,  wero 
continued  in  April,  1855,  the  sums  received  by  them 
will  have  to  be  accounted  for,  and  they  must  be  charged 
with  interest  upon  the  sums  received  by  them,  at  the 
same  rate  as  that  which  the  Plaintiff  will  have  to  pay. 
Of  course,  in  taking  these  accounts,  they  will  be  allowed 
credit  for  all  sums  paid  by  them  for  or  on  account  of  the 
Plaintiff)  which  will  include  all  the  costs  and  expenses 
in  both  transactions  which  have  already  been  charged 
to  him,  and  which,  in  my  opinion,  are  not  now  to  be 
thrown  on  any  other  person,  and  it  will  also  include  all 
aums  paid  by  the  Albert  Life  Jnaurcince  Company  in 
the  shape  of  annuities  to  Mr.  Smith  and  Sir  John 
Wilson,  who  will  have  to  give  credit  in  the  shape  of 
those  sums,  as  far  as  they  will  extend  in  discharge; 
first,  of  the  interest  and  then  of  the  capital  to  be  found 
due  to  them  in  respect  of  the  sums  advanced  by  them, 
but  I  do  not  intend  by  giving  such  directions  to  take 
the  account  of  the  interest  and  capital  on  any  pi^ineiple 
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of  rests,  merely  the  whole  amount,  then  pay  interest 
and  then  capital.  In  fact,  I  treat  it  as  all  one  trans- 
action ;  and  as  far  as  possible  I  unravel  the  whole. 

The  suit  to  enforce  these  securities  by  Sir  Henry 
Porter  Smith  and  by  the  executors  of  Sir  John  Wilson 
to  enforce  the  security  of  the  testator  must  be  dis- 
missed. 


The  Plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  first  suit,  so 
far  as  charges  any  fraud  or  collusion,  but  he  is  entitled 
to  the  rest  of  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

I  am  bound  to  say,  and  it  appears  from  what  I  have 
already  stated,  in  the  course  of  the  observations  I  have 
made,  that  I  should  not  be  disposed  to  give  the  Plain- 
tiff any  more  relief  than  I  am  absolutely  obliged,  and 
certainly  that  feeling  is  not  shaken  by  anything  that 
was  derived  from  his  examination. 

It  remains  still  to  say  a  word  respecting  the  Attorney- 
General,  who  has  been  made  a  party  to  the  first  suit  in 
respect  of  the  judgment  of  outlawry  against  the  Plain- 
tiff. According  to  my  experience,  it  is  unusual,  and, 
according  to  my  opinion,  it  is  erroneous,  to  make  the 
Attorney-Greneral  a  party,  unless  for  the  purpose  of 
some  matter  relating  to  the  validity  or  enforcement  of 
the  outlawry.  And  in  the  present  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  that  suit  must  be  dismissed  against  the  Attorney- 
General  with  costs. 


[Sir  R.  BethelL  The  Albert  Company  have  under 
their  deed  effected  policies  on  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff, 
and  have  paid  the  premiums  payable  under  the  Plain- 
tiff's covenant.  They  are  entitled  to  be  allowed  these 
premiums  on  giving  up  the  policies.] 

The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  apprehend  not.  There  was  nothing  to  compel  them 
to  insure;  it  was  done  for  their  own  security.  I  had  to 
consider  that  point  in  Pennell  v.  Millar  (a).  The  com- 
pany may  sell  the  policies  for  what  they  are  worth.  I 
set  aside  the  whole  transaction. 


1859. 

Bromlet 

V. 

Smith, 
boustbad 

V. 

Bromlbt. 
Smith 

V. 

Bromlet. 


The  Court  having  permitted  the  case  to  be  mentioned       June  4. 
again  as  to  the  costs  of  the  first  suit, 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Schomberg,  for  Mr.  Smith, 
argued,  that  in  cases  like  the  present,  where  a  purchase 
of  a  reversionary  interest  was  set  aside  for  mere  in- 
adequacy of  price,  the  rule  was,  to  treat  the  suit  as  a 
redemption  suit,  and  to  give  the  Defendants  their  costs ; 
Gwynne  v.  Heaton  (J) ;  Earl  Portmore  v.  Tat/lor  (c) ; 
Peacock  V.  Evans  (d ) ;  Twisleton  v.  Griffith  {e) ;  Gow- 
landy.  De  Faria  (/) ;  Bowes  v.  Heaps  {g);  Boothhy  v. 
Boothby  (A) ;  Edwards  v.  Burt  (i). 

Mr.  Follett  cited  Bawtree  v.  Watson  (A). 

Mr.  Selwyn  referred  to  Baker  v.  Wind  {I). 


Mr.  jR.  Palmer,  for  the  Plaintiff,   cited   Mocatta  v. 

Murgatroyd 


(fl)  23  Beav.  1 72. 
(6)  I  Bro.  C.  C.  1. 
(c)  4  Sim.  182. 
{d)  16  Va.  512. 
(0  1  P.  Wm$.  310. 
(J)  17  Vci.  20. 


ig)  3  r«.  Sf  B,  117. 
(A)  15  Beav.  212;   1  Mac.  4r 
O.  604. 
(0  2  De  G.,  Mac.  Sf  G.  64. 
(k)  3  My/.  4-  X.  339. 
(/)  1  Vei.  Sen.  160. 
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June  7* 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Murgatroyd  (a) ;  Baker  v.  Wind  (4)  ;  England  v.  Co- 
vington (c) ;  Harvey  v.  Tebbutt  (d) ;  Montgomery  v. 
Calland{e) ;  Morley  v.  JBridges(f);  Wood  v.  -46rgy(^); 
Newton  v.  ^tin/(A);  Dames  v.  Cw)p^(i);  Safcw  v. 
Bradshaw  (A). 


7%e  Master  o/  Me  Rolls. 

On  looking  into  the  cases  cited  in  Bromley  v.  Smithy 
I  think  the  decree  must  be  made  without  costs.  I  still 
think  that  those  passages  of  the  bill  which  impute  to 
the  Defendants  systematic  conspiracy  must  be  dis- 
missed with  costs,  and  the  rest  of  the  bill  without 
costs. 


The  other  two  suits  will  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


(fl)  1  P.  Wm$,  393. 

{b)  I  Kes.  ien,  160. 

(f)  I  FAien,  169. 

{d)  1  Jttc,  if  W.  197. 

(c)  14  Sim.  79. 


(J)  2  Call,  621. 
{g)  3  Ma</</.  417. 
(A)  5  ^Vni.  511. 
(i)  5  MW.  4  O-.  270. 
{k)  26  Beav.  161. 


AN 


INDEX 


TO 


THE    PRINCIPAL    MATTERS 


CONTAINED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


ABATEMENT. 

See  Residue,  L 

ABSOLUTE  INTEREST. 

A  tesutor  directed  that,  as  his  sons 
attained  twenty-five,  his  executors 
should  pay  them  a  share  of  his 
estate  and  effects,  it  being  his  will 
that  his  sons  and  daughters  should 
receive  equal  shares  of  his  estate. 
And  as  his  daughters  attained 
twenty-fire,  the  executors  were  to 
invest  1,000/.  each  for  them  for 
life,  and  the  difference  between 
this  and  their  share  paid  to  them. 
In  case  any  daughter  *'  should  die 
without  issue/'  the  1,000/.  was  to 
be  divided  '*  amongst  such  of  his 
children  as  might  be  then  living, 
and  the  issue  of  such  as  might  be 
dead,  share  and  share  alike/'  the 
issue  to  take  the  like  share  as  the 
parent  would,  if  living,  have  been 


entitled  to.  Held,  that  the  gifl 
over  was  on  an  indefinite  foilure  of 
issue ;  that  there  was  an  absolute 
gift  of  the  1,000/.  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  the  daughters,  which  had 
not  effectually  been  cut  down,  and 
that  the  daughters  were  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  1,000/.  Webster  v. 
Parr.  Page  236 

See  Estate  for  Life. 

ACCOUNT. 

See  Interest. 

SUBPCENA  TO  APPOINT  SOLICITOR. 

ACCUMULATION. 

Under  a  trust  during  twenty-one 
years,  to  accumulate  until  the  same 
*'  should  amount  to  the  aggregate 
sum  or  value  of  25,000/."  and 
then  invest  it  in  land,  the  value  of 
part  of  the  property  being  vari- 
able, it  was  held,  that  the  trust  for 
accumulation  ceased  on  the  day 


678 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


the  funds,  if  realized,  woold  pro- 
duce 25,000/.     HuskUson   t.   Le- 
Jerre,  Page  157 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

S^e  Statute  of  Luiitatiox. 

ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT. 
1.  Where  an  Act  of  Parliament  autho- 
rises a  corporation  to  mortgage  its 
tolls,  &'C.,  this  Court  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  appoint  a  Receiver  of  them, 
though  no  such  express  power  is 
given  by  the  Act.  But  the  Re- 
ceiver over  such  property  ought 
not  to  have  committed  to  him  any 
powers  of  management  which 
ought  properly  to  be  exercised 
by  the  Corporation  itself.  De 
fFimiom  v.  The  Mayor,  8^c.  of 
Brtccti*  5  S3 

9.  Where  one  clause  of  an  Act  of 
Parliament  directs  specific  acts  to 
be  done,  but  which  acts  would  be 
included  in  the  general  terms  of  a 
subsequent  prohibitory  clause,  the 
former  clause  is  not  controlled  by 
the  latter.  Ibid. 
See  AaBiTEAToa. 

Dibenturs. 

Ikcloscre. 

Municipal  Corporation. 

Settled  Estates  Act. 

Statute.  . 

Trustee  Act. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF 
ASSETS. 
Since  the  Wills  Act  (1  Jlct.  c.  26), 
real  estate  passing  by  a  residuary 
devise  is  subject  to  debts  in  pri- 
ority of  specific  legacies^  tliat  sU- 


I 


tute  rendering  a  residuary  devise 
no  longer  specific  Rotherham  v. 
Rotherham.  Page  465 

See  Devastavit. 

Forfeiture. 

Statute  of  Limitations,  1, 5. 

ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 
See  Stating  Second  Suit. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Contract. 

ALTERNATIVE  GIFT. 
See  Remoteness,  3,  5. 

AMENDMENT. 

See  Injunction,  2. 

ANNUITY. 

Generally  speaking  annuities  are  le- 
gacies, although  a  distinction  if 
made  between  them,  in  many 
cases,  arising  from  the  peculiar 
terms  of  the  will.     Ward  v.  Grey* 

485 
See  East  India  Compant. 

ANTICIPATION. 
See  Protection  Order,  ft. 

APPOINTMENT. 
jSef  Power. 

APPORTIONMENT. 
See  Fines  (Admission). 

APPROPRIATION  OF  PAY- 
MENTS. 

The  rule  in  Claytons  Case  (1  Mer. 
572),  as  to  appropriation  of  pay- 
ments, has  ever  since  been  acted 
on.     Re  Medewe's  Tn^st.         5SS 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


679 


APPURTENANCES. 
A  testator  devised  all  the  free- 
holds to  which  he  might  be  enti- 
tled at  his  decease,  "  situate  in  the 
parish  of  C,  with  their  appur- 
tenances." Held,  that  it  did  not 
pass  pieces  of  land  in  two  other 
parishes,  which  had  always  been 
let  with  the  lands  in  C  as  one  farm, 
and  occupied  by  the  same  tenant. 
Evans  v.  Angell.  Page  202 

ARBITRATION. 
See  Building  Society,  5. 

Specific  Performance,  2. 

ARBITRATOR. 
Parties  entered  into  a  contract  to 
purchase  a  brewery  and  plant  at  a 
price  to  be  fixed  by  arbitrators, 
who  were  to  choose  an  umpire 
before  entering  upon  the  valua- 
tion. The  arbitrators  could  not 
agree  on  an  umpire.  Held,  that 
the  Court  had  no  authority,  under 
the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125,  ss.  1,  2, 
to  appoint  an  umpire  for  such  a 
purpose.  Collins  v.  Collins.      306 

ASSIGNEES. 
See  Bankrupt. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
See  Outlawry. 

AUCTION. 
See  Opening  Biddings. 


BANKERS. 
A  security  given  by  a  customer  to 
his  bankera  for  the  balance  **  which 


shall  or  may  be  found  due  on  the 
balance  of"  the  account ;  Held, 
to  cover  the  existing  balance  only, 
and  not  to  be  a  continuing  secu- 
rity for  the  floating  balance.  Re 
Medewe's  Trust,  Page  588 

See  Statute  of  Limit ations^  1. 

BANKRUPT. 

Bond  fide  sale  of  bankrupt's  property 
by  the  creditors'  assignee  alone, 
without  the  concurrence  of  the 
official  assignee,  held  valid.  In  re 
Ward's  Legacy,  207 

BASTARD. 

See  Illegitimate  Child. 

BEQUEST. 
Two  bequests  were  made  to  the  same 
person  in  successive  sentences,  and 
in  the  latter,  the  words  **  for  life" 
were  added.  Held,  that  the  limi- 
tation applied  to  the  second  gif^ 
only,  and  that  the  legatee  took  the 
first  absolutely.    Gower  v.  Towers. 

81 

See  Children. 

Cumulative  Legacy. 
Estate  for  Life. 
Ejusdem  Generis. 
Illegitimate  Child. 
a      Issue. 
Legacy. 
Legatee. 
Money. 

«*  Or"  construed  "  and." 
Parent  and  Child,  1,  3. 
Referential  Trusts. 
Remoteness. 
Servants. 
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See  Stock,  1,  2,  S. 

ScBSTITm05ART  LeGACT. 

Ukcertaixtt,  2. 

Will  akd  its  Refersxczs. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 

1.  A  wife  was  eDtitled  to  an  aoonity 
for  her  separate  use,  which  was 
payable  out  of  a  mortgage  on  her 
husband's  estate.  The  wile  lived 
with  her  husband  and  was  main- 
tained by  him.  The  wife's  trustee 
neglected  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  mortgage  and  interest,  and 
was  held  liable  for  the  breach  of 
trust.  Held,  that  as  between  the 
husband  and  wife,  the  interest  ap- 
plied to  their  mutual  benefit  must 
betaken  in  discharge  of  her  annuity, 
and  that  the  trustee,  as  against 
the  wife,  was  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  same  equity.  But  held 
also,  that  the  accruing  payment  of 
the  annuity  could  not  be  set  off 
against  a  prior  existing  debt  of  the 
husband.  Payne  v.  Little,    Page  1 

2.  By  a  marriage  settlement,  a  debt 
due  from  ^.  was  assigned  to^.  and 
B,,  upon  trust, "  with  all  convenient 
speed,"  to  get  in  and  invest  in 
Consols.  For  two  and  a  half  years 
B,  took  no  steps  to  get  in  the 
money,  and  A,  then  became  bank- 
rupt: Held,  that  B,  was  respon- 
sible for  the  loss.     Grove  v.  Price. 

103 

3.  Directors  of  a  company,  on  the 
transfer  of  its  business  to  another 
company,  received  from  the  latter 
a  large  sum  for  compensation,  the 
particulars  of  which  they  withheld 
from  their  members.     Held,  that 


they  were  tmicees  of  the  money 
lor  the  members^  and  thej  were 
ordered,  oo  an  ioterlocotory  appli- 
catiooy  to  pay  it  into  Coiirt.  Gmt* 
keU  T.  Chambers.  (No.  5.) 

4.  The  directors  of  a  Bttilding  So- 
ciety had  (as  it  was  held)  power 
to  invest  unemployed  moneys  m 
the  purchase  of  freeholds.  Having 
only  6^1/1  in  hand,  they  contracted 
for  the  purchase  of  an  estate  for 
2,300/.,  payable  by  instalments. 
In  the  treaty,  they  held  themselves 
out  as  a  Land  Society,  and  they 
paid  800/.  on  account,  in  cheques 
signed,  by  their  order,  by  the 
trustees,  who  were  not  direeton : 
— Held,  first,  that  the  directors 
committed  a  breach  of  trust,  aad 
were  liable  to  replace  the  800/. ; 
secondly,  that  the  vendor  wu 
tmder  no  liability ;  and,  thirdly, 
that  the  trustees,  wlio  had  only 
acted  ministerially,  imder  the 
directors,  were  not  iiable,  notwith- 
standing there  was  some  infor- 
mality in  the  authority  given  to 
them  by  the  directors.  Grimes  v. 
Harrison,  435 

See  Building  Societt,  3. 
Infant. 

Parent  and  Child,  3. 
Public  Company. 

BREWERS'  LEASE. 

The  plaintiff  agreed  to  take  a  lease 
of  a  public-house  from  the  de- 
fendant (a  brewer),  but  the  written 
contract  said  nothing  as  to  the  re- 
strictive covenants  of  a  brewers' 
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lease.  The  plaintiff  instituted  a 
suit  to  obtain  an  unrestricted 
lease.  The  restricted  parol  agree- 
ment being  established  by  extrin- 
sic evidence,  Held,  that  the  bill 
must  be  dismissed.  The  plaintiff 
having  then  elected  to  take  a 
brewers'  lease,  a  decree  was  made^ 
the  plaintiff  paying  the  costs  of 
the  suit.     Barnard  v.  Cave. 

Page  253 

BUILDING  SOCIETY. 

1.  Distinction  between  a  Benefit 
Building  Society  and  a  Freehold 
Land  Society.  Grimes  v.  Harrison, 

435 

2.  A  society  whose  rules  are  certi- 
fied as  a  benefit  building  society, 
under  the  6  &  7  fVili  4,  c.  32,  is 
not  justifie'd  in  acting  as  a  free- 
hold land  society.     Ibid. 

3.  A  rule  of  a  benefit  building  so- 
ciety directed  that  unemployed 
money  should  be  invested  '*  in 
such  manner  and  upon  such  legal 
security"  as  the  board  of  directors 
should  deem  necessary :  Held,  that 
it  might  be  invested  in  the  pur- 
chase of  freeholds.    Ibid. 

4.  The  estimated  probable  duration 
of  a  benefit  building  society  was 
thirteen  years.  Held,  on  the  rules 
and  terms  of  the  mortgage  deed, 
that  an  advanced  member  was  en- 
titled to  redeem  on  payment  of  his 
subscriptions  to  the  end  of  the  thir- 
teen years,  although  he  was  still 
liable,  under  the  rules^  to  con- 
tinue to  pay  subscriptions  until 
120/.  a  share  bad  been  realized 


for   every   member.     Sparrow  v. 
Farmer.  Page  511 

5.  A  bill  by  a  retiring  member  of  a 
benefit  building  society  against  the 
trustees,  to  recover  the  plaintifTs 
share,  was  supported,  and  enquiries 
and  accounts  were  directed.  Held, 
also,  that  a  rule  to  refer  to  arbi- 
tration did  not  oust  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  Court  in  such  a  case. 
Smith  V.  Lloyd.  507 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  4. 


CALLS. 

1 .  Where  shares  not  fully  paid  up  are 
specifically  bequeathed,  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  specific  legatee 
or  the  residuary  estate  is  liable  to 
the  future  instalments,  depends  on 
whether  the  calls  are  actually 
made  before  the  testator's  death. 
Addams  v.  Ferick.  384 

2.  A  testatrix  bequeathed  shares  in  a 
company.  Before  her  death,  three 
calls  were  authorized  at  stated  in- 
tervals, but  she  died  before  two  of 
these  periods :  Held,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances and  from  the  practice 
of  the  company,  that  the  calls 
were  not  to  be  considered  as  really 
made  until  a  call  letter  had  been 
sent  to  the  shareholders,  and  that 
as  to  those  sent  after  the  testa- 
trix's death,  the  specific  legatee, 
and  not  the  residuary  estate,  must 
bear  the  calls.     Ibid, 

CAPITAL. 
See  PowAR,  1. 
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CHARGE. 

MoB.TGAG£,  £. 

CHARGING  ORDER. 
A  judgment  at  law  was  giren  to  be 
dealt  with  bj  this  Coort.  A  charg- 
ing Older  cannot  be  obtained  on 
such  jadgment  withoot  the  leave 
of  this  Court.     Spence  t.  Briscoe, 

Page  599 

CHARITY. 
A  bequest  of  money  to  "  establish  a 
school  for  educating  the  poor 
children "  of  a  parish  is  not  void 
under  the  Sutute  of  Mortmain. 
Hmriskorme  t.  A7cAo/!m».  58 

See  Costs. 
Legacy. 

CHILDREN. 
The    word    "issue"    restricted    to 
•*  children"  by  force  of  the  corre- 
lative expression  "parent."  May- 
nardv,  ff'rigkt.  2S5 

See  Referential  Trusts. 

CIVIL  SERVICE  (BENGAL). 
See  East  India  Company. 

CLASS. 
See  ScBSTrTUTioNART  Legacy,  3. 

CODICIL. 
See  Will,  1. 

COLLIERY. 
See  Partnership. 

COLUMN. 

jSce  Forfeiture. 

COMPANY. 

Directors  of  a  company  were  pro- 
hibited giving  bills  of  exchange  ; 


but  they  had  powers  to  borrow  on 
mortgage.  They,  however,  gave 
bills  to  secure  an  existing  debt, 
and  a  mortgage  was,  at  the  same 
j  time,  executed,  under  the  seal  of 
the  company,  which  was  made 
subject  to  redemption  on  payment 
of  the  bills  : — Held,  first,  that  the 
mortgage  was  given  to  secure  the 
debt,  and  not  the  payment  of  the 
I  bills,  and  therefore  was  not  invalid 
on  that  account ;  and,  secondly, 
that  upon  a  bill  of  foreclosure  by 
the  mortgagee,  the  deed  of  the 
I  company  must  be  treated  as  valid, 
until  set  aside  by  an  independent 
proceeding.   Scott  v.  Colbum. 

Page  276 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  3. 
coktributort. 
Creditors'  Representative. 
Cross  Bill. 
Public  Company. 
Substituted  Sbrtice. 

COMPENSATION. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

COMPENSATION  MONEY. 
See  Railway. 

CONDITIONS  OF  SALE. 

1.  The  caseof  £)e  Visme  v.  De  Vismc 
(1  Mac.  if  Gor.  336),  is  overruled. 
Fickers  v.  Hand.  630 

2.  Where  conditions  of  sale  fix 
periods  for  the  delivery  of  the  ab- 
stract, the  completion  of  the  pur- 
chase, and  from  which  interest 
shall  run,  "  if  from  any  cause 
whatever"  the  purchase  should 
not  be  completed,  the  purchaser 
must  pay  interest  from  the  time 
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fixed,  though  the  completion  is 
delayed  beyond  the  time  specified, 
in  consequence  of  the  state  of  the 
title,  if  there  be  no  fraud  or  wilful 
delay  on  the  part  of  the  vendor. 
Fickers  v.  Hand.  Page  630 

d.  By  conditions  of  sale  the  abstract 
was  to  be  delivered  before  the 
18th  of  February,  the  purchaser 
was  to  take  the  rents  from  the 
25th  of  March,  and  the  purchase 
was  to  be  completed  on  the  24th 
of  June,  And  if,  from  any  cause 
whatever,  the  completion  should 
be  delayed  after  that  time,  the 
purchaser  was  to  pay  interest  at 
5L  per  cent.  Imperfect  abstracts 
were  delivered,  and  a  complete 
abstract  was  not  delivered  until  the 
17th  of  June.  Further  delay  having 
occurred  in  completing,  the  ven- 
dor deposited  the  purchase-money 
at  a  banker's,  and  gave  notice  in 
August  that  he  would  pay  no  in- 
terest. Held,  that  as  there  was 
no  fraud  or  wilful  delay  on  the 
part  of  the  vendors,  and  as  the 
delivery  of  an  imperfect  abstract 
arose  simply  from  the  state  of  the 
title,  the  purchaser  must  pay  in- 
terest.    Ibid. 

CONSANGUINITY. 

See  Uncertainty,  2. 

CONSTRUCTION. 
See  Act  of  Parliament. 
Contract. 
Estate  Tail^ 
Legatee. 
Power. 
Residue,  1,  2,  5. 


See  Settled  Estates  Act. 
Will. 

CONTRACT. 

When  the  terms  of  a  contract  are 
plain,  usage  can  little  affect  the 
construction  to  be  placed  upon  it ; 
but  when  it  is  ambiguous,  the 
usage  for  a  long  time  may  influ- 
ence the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
by  showing  how  it  was  understood 
by  the  original  parties  to  it.  Bol" 
dero  V.  The  East  India  Co. 

Page  316 
See  Arbitrator. 
Goodwill. 

Statute   17  &    18  Vict.  c. 
125,  ss.  1,2. 

CONTEMPT. 
See  Ward  OF  Court. 

CONTRIBUTION. 
A  testator  desired  that  every  legatee 
under  his  will  should  **  contribute 
£1  per  cent,  out  of  their  legacies 
to  Mrs.  H^,  and  her  children. 
Held,  that  the  specific  legatees 
and  annuitants  and  residuary  lega- 
tee (both  in  respect  of  the  re- 
siduary personal  estate  and  of  the 
produce^of  real  estate  directed  to 
be  converted)  were  bound  to  con- 
tribute. Ward  V.  Grey.  485 
See  Residue,  1,2. 

CONTRIBUTORY. 
1.  A,  gave  to  B,  a  cheque  for  50/.  to 
obtain  fifty  shares  in  a  company. 
B.  applied  for  fifty  shares,  and 
they  were  allotted  to  A»,  and  his 
name  was  entered  in  the  books, 
&c.  as  a  shareholder.  It  did  not 
appear    that   anything  had   been 
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in^^-ap  order«  w^  was  coc  an 
or^uulalDocteif.ba:  Lid  parcLis<d 
them  and  re«nT«d  diTidezsds.^  was 
a  coMnboKorr :  libertr  was  re- 
aerred  to  bun  to  more  to  dis- 
cbarjpf  tbe  windur^-up  order,  oo 
^  grvmad  ot*  ti:«  die^itj  ot*  tbe 
coopaoj.  B^rK-Ltt's  C\r^.  Im  t€ 
Tkt  Jlrximm  «tJ  5iMi^i  JmtrioMM 
Mmimg  Cm^sjf.  177 

5«  Shares  ia  a  scrip  cvxapiny  pass^ 
bj  mere  delirerv.  He)d»  that 
Z^^tfMftw  bankers^  who  bad  in  their 
bands«  at  tbe  date  of  tbe  wiodii^- 
up  order,  shares  bewx^ing  to 
forei^  correspondents,  and  on 
which  ibev  bad  received  the  di- 
Yidends*  were  not  cootributories. 
Fimhy  MW^AwiV  Oue.  /«  rt  TJke 
Aitxictm  titmi  S^^tk  Jw^rricmM  !/.*■- 
ij^  rMfwajr.  1 S^ 

4«  \Yhere%  by  false  representations 
of  the  directors  of  a  coapaiiyy  a 


is  indoced  to  take  shares 
directly  from  the  oompany,  tbe 
traosactioo  is  not  bindiiig  in  equity, 
aad  be  is  not  a  contribalory.  But 
iC  by  sadi  representations  of  the 
directors,  be  takes  then  from  a 
third  party,  he  is  a  eontribotory. 
Dmrmmhfs  esse.  In  rt  The  Liver' 
ftU  Borwmgk  Bmmk.  Page  268 


CONVERSION. 

Where  a  testator  directs  a  sale  of 
his  real  estate  for  purposes  which 
whoDT  fail,  the  heir  takes  it  as 
realty :  but  if  the  failure  be  only 
partial,  he  takes  it  as  personalty. 
BmgHer  V.  FackereU,  469 

COPYHOLD. 
See  FiXKs  (Admissioh). 

CORPORATION, 
^ire  Cross  Bill. 

MiriCIClPAL  COBPORATIOK. 

CORPUS. 
See  Powsiy  1. 

COSTS. 

1 .  On  settii^  aside  a  Toluntary  settle- 
ment, made  by  a  trader  while 
insolvent,  in  favor  of  his  wife  and 
an  infant  child,  the  Court,  as  to 
the  costs  of  the  trustees  and  in- 
&nt.  Held,  that  the  utmost  it 
could  do  was  to  make  the  decree 
without  costs.    EUey  t.  Cox.    95 
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ft.  Id  a  transferred  Exchequer  case,  the 
Court  was  only  authorized  by  the 
act  to  order  the  costs  of  re-in- 
vestment of  the  purchase-money 
of  lands  compulsorily  taken  by  a 
corporation.  Parties  having  be- 
come absolutely  entitled,  applied 
for  payment  to  them  out  of  Court 
of  the  money,  instead  of  re-invest- 
ing it.  Held,  that  the  corporation 
must  pay  the  costs.  In  re  The 
Tiverton  Market  Act,     (No.  2.) 

Page  239 

8.  One  reference  having  been  made 
to  settle  a  scheme  as  to  twenty 
charities,  the  co8ts  were  paid  out 
of  an  existing  available  fund  be- 
longing to  three  of  them.  But  it 
was  ordered  that  they  should  be 
ultimately  borne  rateably  by  the 
twenty  charities.  Re  2 he  Stafford 
Charities.  567 

4.  Costs  of  a  suit  to  administer  both 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  to 
ascertain  the  rights  to  both,  were 
Held  payable,  primarily,  out  of  the 
personal  estate,  notwithstanding 
the  personal  estate  was,  by  the 
will,  exonerated  from  payment  of 
the  debts  and  the  costs  and  charges 
of  proving  the  will.  Stringer  v. 
Harper.     (No.  2.)  585 

5.  A  suit  was  instituted  to  set  aside 
a  charge  on  a  reversion,  and  a 
cross  suit  to  establish  it.  It  being 
set  aside  for  inadequacy  of  con- 
sideration merely,  .and  a  decree 
for  redemption  being  made,  the 
grantor  was  ordered  to  pay  the 
cosU  of  charges  of  fraud  which 
had  not  been  substantiated,  but 
no  costs  were  given  as  to  the  re- 

VOL.  XXVI. 


vivor  of  the  first  suit.  The  cross 
suit  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
Bromley  v.  Smith.  ^^g^  ^^^ 

6.  A  dealing  by  an  expectant  heir 
being   set   aside :     Held,  that  he 
must  bear  the  costs  paid  for  the 
securities.     Ibid. 
See  Executor. 

Mortgage,  3. 

Severance  of  Defences. 

Taxation. 

Trade  Mark. 

COUNSEL'S  FEES. 

See  Taxation,  2. 

COVENANT. 

See  Dilapidations. 

Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Lease. 

CREDITOR. 

See  Executor. 

Statute  of  Limitations,  S,  4. 

CREDITORS'   REPRESENTA- 
TIVE. 

The  creditors'  representative  ap- 
pointed under  the  20  &  21  Vict. 
c.  78,  is  entitled  to  attend  on  the 
settlement  of  the  list  of  contribu- 
tories.  In  re  The  Mexican  and 
South  American  Mining  Company. 
(No.  1.)  172 

CREDITORS'  SUIT. 
See  Decree,  2. 

CROSS  BILL. 
Directors  of  a  company  were  pro- 
hibited giving  bills  of  exchange  ; 
but  they  had  powers  to  borrow  on 

YT 
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at  tbe  mne  j 
the  seal  of  ^ 


t^  oonpm  T.  vhidh  vas  made  sob- 


ject  to  redenipdoa  oa  paTmmt  of  j 


tlie  bills:— Udd,  fint,  tkat  the 
mortgage  was  giTcn  to  aeeuTe  tlie 
debc,  and  doc  the  pajoKBt  of  the 
bffli^  and  therefore  vas  not  in- 
Talid  oo  that  accouDt :  and,  se- 
cond] j,  thai  wfom  a  bill  of  fore- 
dosore  bj  the  mortgagee,  the  deed 
of  the  eompaoT  most  be  treated  as 
▼alid,  uitD  set  aside  bj  an  iode- 
pendent  proceed iog.  Scoti  t.  Cci- 
bttru.  P^e  276 

See  Feaitd  ok  Povxb. 

CROSS  EXAMINATION. 

1.  Od  a  motion  for  a  decree  the  f^ain- 
tiflTs  affidavit  in  reply  was  filed  on 
the  4th  of  August.  The  Defend- 
ant took  no  steps  to  cross-examine 
until  after  the  Long  Vacation,  and 
he  then  asked,  that  the  cause 
might  stand  over,  to  enable  him 
to  cross-examine  the  PlamtiflT. 
Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  as 
of  right,  and  that  it  was  matter  of 
discretion,  and  the  Court  haTing 
heard  the  cause,  and  seeing  no 
necessity  for  a  cross-examination, 
made  a  decree.  Bourdiliom  ▼. 
Baddtley.  255 

2.  On  a  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree, 
the  Plaintiff  had  given  notice  to 
use  the  answers  of  some  of  the 
Defendants.  Held,  that  he  might 
cross-examine  those  Defendants  on 
their  answers,  without  prejudice 
to  the  right  of  the  other  Defend- 


! 


ants  to  object  to  the  crosa-exaiiN- 
nation  being  used  against  them. 
But  held,  also,  that  the  Phundff 
eoold  not  examine,  in  chief,  other 
witnesses  not  mentioned  in  bis 
notice  of  motion  for  a  decree. 
Rekdem  t.  Weskf.  P^  432 

CROWN. 

See  OcTLAwxT. 
Residue,  5. 

CUMULATIVE  LEGACY. 

A  testator  gaTe  a  legacy  of  7,0002. 
to  his  wife,  amd  other  similar  lega- 
cies. By  a  codicil,  he  gave  a 
legacy  of  6,000/.  to  his  wife  and 
other  legacies,  and  he  directed 
"  that  so  far  as  the  codicil  was  in 
addition  to  any  testamentary  docu- 
ment he  had  already  made,  be 
wished  it  to  take  efktt,  and  not 
cancel  or  rcToke  any  prior  doca- 
ment  which  might  exist."  Held, 
that  the  legacies  were  cumulative. 
Towmshend  v.  MoUyn.  72 


DAMAGES. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchases. 

DEBENTURE. 

Debenture  holders  ujMler  an  Act 
were  to  be  entitled  port  fiauu. 
One  debentjue  holder  attempted 
to  obtain  an  adTantage  over  tbe 
rest  by  means  of  additional  mort- 
gage. Held,  that  it  was  invalid. 
De  ffmiom  t.  Mayar^  ^c.  of  Bre- 
CON.  533 
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DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
A.  B,  effected  a  policy  for  securing  a 
judgment  debt  due  from  him  to  C-Z). 
C.  D,  afterwards  obtained  a  second 
judgment  against  A,  B,  for  a  second 
debt.  A,  B.  then  conveyed  real 
estate  to  trustees  for  sale,  and  to 
pay  A.  B.  two  judgments.  After 
this  C,  D.  obtained  a  third  judg- 
ment against  A,  B.  C,  Z>.  subse- 
quently recovered  the  amount  of 
the  policy,  and,  concealing  that 
fact,  he  received  the  whole  amount 
of  the  6rst  two  judgments  from  the 
trustees.  Held,  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  retain  all  the  moneys  so 
received  in  payment  of  the  three 
judgment  debts,  and  could  not  be 
compelled,  at  the  suit  of  A,  B.  or 
his  representatives,  to  apply  the 
policy  money  in  satisfaction  of  the 
6rst  judgment,  and  refund  the 
difference  between  the  sum  paid 
by  the  trustees  and  the  policy 
money.     Spalding    v.    Thompson, 

Page  637 

DEBTS. 
See  Exoneration. 
Forfeiture. 

DECREE. 

1.  Decree  made  on  motion  allowed  to 
be  varied  on  motion  and  without 
petition  or  appeal.  Hughes  v. 
Jones.  24 

2.  Form  of  decree  as  to  costs  in  the 
case  of  two  creditors*  suits,  when 
one  is  stayed  after  a  decree  in  the 
other.  Canham  v.  Neale ;  Cob- 
hold  V.  Neale.  266 

3.  An  order  drawn  up  in  the  Regis- 

Y  Y  2 


trar's  office,  in  the  absence  of  a  De- 
fendant, will  not  be  set  aside 
where  no  error  is  shewn.  Smith 
V.  Acton.  (No.  2.)  Page  559 
See  Minutes. 

Specific  Performance,  1. 

DEED. 

See  Bankers. 

Machinery. 

DEMISE. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Lease. 

DEVASTAVIT. 

By  the  4-  &  5  JVilL  ^  M.  c.  20,  judg- 
ments not  docketted  were  not  to 
have  any  preference  against  execu- 
tors, &c.  in  administration  of  es- 
tates. The  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11, 
closed  the  docket.  Held,  that  the 
old  law  was  thereby  revived,  and 
the  administrator  had  committed  a 
devastavit  by  paying  a  simple  con- 
tract debt  before  a  judgment  debt, 
even  though  he  had  no  actual 
notice  of  the  latter.  Fuller  v. 
Redman.     (No.  1.)  600 

DEVISE. 

The  word  **  son,*'  in  connexion  with 
the  words  "  heir"  and  **  issue," 
held,  by  force  of  context,  to  mean 
issue  male.  Jenkins  v.  Lord  Clin- 
ton. 108 

See  Appurtenances. 
Fee  Simple. 
Mortgage,  1,  2. 
Referential  Trust,  2. 
Will  and  its  References. 
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DILAPIDATIONS. 

Covenant  by  farm  tenant  "  well  and 
substantially"  to  repair  and  keep 
in  "  good  substantial  repair,**  and 
so  '*  well  and  substantially  re- 
paired" to  yield  up  at  the  end  of 
the  term  :  Held,  that  the  tenant 
was  bound  to  give  up  the  pre- 
mises in  as  good  a  state  of  repair  as 
when  he  took  possession,  and  that 
they  must  be  inferred  to  have  been 
then  in  a  tenantable  state.  The 
landlord  having  become  changed 
during  the  term,  and  a  claim  for 
dilapidations  being  now  made  by 
the  existing  landlord,  held,  that  the 
tenant  was  entitled  to  an  inquiry  as 
to  the  state  of  repair  when  the  pre- 
sent landlord's  title  accrued.  Brown 
v.  Trumper,  Page  H 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

DIRECTORS. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  3,  4. 
Cross  Bill. 
Public  Company. 

DISCLAIMER. 
A  Defendant  who  disclaims  in  a  suit 
cannot,  in  that  suit,  maintain  a 
claim  against  his  co-Defendant  in 
respect  of  the  right  disclaimed. 
Juily  v.  Arhuthnot.  283 

DISCOVERY. 

See  Injunction,  1. 

DISMISSAL  FOR  WANT  OF 
PROSECUTION. 
A  Defendant  who  has  taken  the  be- 
nefit  of   the    Insolvent    Debtors* 
Act  may  move  to  dismiss  for  want 
of  prosecution.    Levi  v.  Heritage. 

560 


DISSOLUTION. 
See  Partnership. 

DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA. 

Immediately  before  her  death,  the 
deceased  told  A,  to  take  the  keys 
of  a  dressing-case  and  box,  con- 
taining a  watch  and  trinkets,  aad 
immediately  on  her  death  to  de- 
liver the  watch  and  trinkets  to  the 
Plaintiff.  A.  did  so.  Held,  that 
this  did  not  constitute  a  valid  do- 
natio mortis  causa.  Powell  v.  HeU 
Hear.  Page  ^^I 

DYING  WITHOUT  ISSUE. 
See  Absolute  Interest. 
Estate  for  Life,  2. 


EAST  INDIA  COMPANY. 
A  fund  was  created  for  providing 
retiring  pensions  of  1,000/.  a-year 
for  civil  servants  of  the  East 
India  Company  in  Bengal^  after 
twenty- five  years'  service.  The 
fund  was  derived  from  a  deduc- 
tion of  4/.  per  cent,  on  the  sala- 
riesy  with  an  equal  amount  contri- 
buted by  the  East  India  Company. 
A  scale  of  the  values  of  the  annui- 
ties, according  to  the  ages  of  the 
annuitants,  was  fixed,  and  upon  a 
member's  retiring  with  an  annuity, 
if  the  amount  paid*  by  him,  to- 
gether with  its  accumulations,  were 
less  than  one-half  of  the  tabular 
value  of  his  annuity,  be  was  bound 
to  make  up  the  deficiency.  The 
contrary  happened  to  the  Plaintiff, 
who  had  paid  4,469/.  more  than 
the  half  value.    Held,  that  he  wu 
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not  entitled  to  have  the  excess  re- 
funded. Boldero  v.  The  East  /n- 
dia  Company,  Page  316 

EJUSDEM  GENERIS. 
Bequest  of  '•  all  my  household  fur- 
niture and  eflTectSi  plate,  linen,  chi- 
na, glass,  books,  wearing  apparel, 
el  ccetera"  Held,  to  pass  the 
articles  enumerated  and  others 
ejusdmi  generis,  but  not  the  gene- 
ral residue.  Newman  v.  Newman, 
(No.  2.)  220 

EQUITABLE  ASSETS. 
Surplus  produce  of  the  sale,  under 
the  Court,  of  leaseholds  for  lives 
mortgaged  by  the  testator.  Held, 
legal,  and  not  equitable  assets. 
Christy  v.  Courtenay.  140 

ESTATE  FOR  LIFE. 

1.  A  testator  bequeathed  the  residue 
to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  permit  his 
wife  to  receive  the  annual  produce 
during  her  life,  and  also  to  apply 
to  her  own  use  such  parts  of  the 
capital  as  she  should  think  pro- 
per, and  after  her  decease  to  stand 
possessed  thereof,  upon  trust  for 
such  persons  as  she  should  by 
will  appoint,  and  in  default  upon 
trust  to  pay  certain  legacies :  Held, 
that  the  widow  took  a  life  estate 
only,  with  power  of  disposition  of 
the  capital  during  her  life  and  of 
appointment  by  will,  and  not  an 
absolute  interest.  Scott  v.  Josselyn, 

174 

2.  Bequest  of  leaseholds  to  A,  for 
life,  and  at  her  death,  to  B.  and 
her  children ;  but  if  they  should 


die  without  issue,  to  C.  B,  had  no 
children  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator or  in  the  life  of  A,  Held, 
that  B.  took  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  children.  Semble, 
that  Wild's  case  (6  Co.  Rep,)  does 
not  apply  to  personalty.  Audsley 
V.  Horn,  Page  195 

See  Parent  and  Child,  1. 

ESTATE  TAIL. 

General  intent  to  create  estates  tail 
held  to  prevail,  notwithstanding 
inconsistent  expressions.  Jenkins 
v.  Lord  Clinton.  108 

EVIDENCE. 

The  evidence  taken  by  any  parties 
to  a  cause  may  be  used  by  any  of 
the  other  parties.  Sturges  v.  Morse, 

562 

See  Cross  Examination. 
Extrinsic  Evidence. 

EXECUTION  OF  POWER. 

A,  B,  had  a  power  to  appoint  '*  by 
his  will  or  any  writing  in  the 
nature  of  or  purporting  to  be  bis 
will,  or  any  codicil  thereto."  On 
bis  death,  the  third  and  fourth 
sheets  of  a  will  were  alone  dis- 
covered, and  which  were  in  the 
hand-writing  of  and  signed  by 
A,  B.f  and  were  attested  by  two 
witnesses  ;  one  of  them  contained, 
in  words,  a  perfect  appointment. 
Probate  having  been  refused,  Held, 
that  this  was  not  a  valid  execution 
of  the  power  to  appoint  by  writing 
**  purporting  to  be  a  will.''  Gullan 
v.  Grove.  64 
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EXECUTOR. 

An  executor  administered  an  estate, 
and  paid  over  the  residue.  Ten 
years  after,  a  creditor  of  the 
testator  brought  an  action  of  co- 
venant against  the  executor,  who 
61ed  a  claim  for  ad  ministering;  the 
estate  and  a  bill  to  make  legacies 
standing  in  the  joint  names  of  the 
executor  and  legatee  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  the  debt.  The 
debt  was  paid  out  of  the  legacy, 
but  Heldy  that  the  executor  was 
entitled  to  no  costs  of  the  action 
or  suits.   Noble  v.  Brett,   (No.  2.) 

Page  233 
See  Indemnity. 
Residue,  4,  5. 

EXECUTION  OF  POWER. 

See  Fraud  on  Power. 
Power,  2. 

EXONERATION. 

A  testator  bequeathed  his  personal 
estate  to  his  wife,  '*  discharged 
from  the  payment  of  his  debts." 
He  then  devised  his  real  estate  in 
Herefordshire  in  trust  to  sell  and 
pay  **all  his  just  debts,  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses"  in  ex- 
oneration of  his  personal  estate, 
and  he  devised  his  real  estates  in 
Norfolk,  without  any  expressed 
trust,  for  payment  of  his  debts. 
The  produce  of  the  Herefordshire 
estates  being  insufficient  to  pay 
the  debts,  Held,  that  the  Norfolk 
estates  were  next  liable  to  pay 
them  in  exoneration  of  the  per- 
sonal esUte.  Young  y.  Young.  522 


EXPECTANT  HEIR. 
An  expectant  heir  charged  his  re- 
version in  lSo3,  and  .afterwards  in 
1855  to  the  same  parties.  The 
second  transaction  cancelled  the 
first.  The  second  being  set  aside 
by  the  Court :  Held,  that  the  first 
was  not  revived.  Bronilcy  v. 
Smith.  P^ge  ^'^^ 

See  Policy. 

Reversionary  Interest. 

EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE. 
As  to  what  extent  extrinsic  evidence 
is  admissible.     Evans  v.   AngclL 

202 
See  Brewers*  Lease. 


FEE  SIMPLE. 
A  testator  appointed  A.  B.  *'  his 
universal  heir."  Held,  that  these 
words  were  sufficient,  if  uncon- 
trolled, to  give  the  fee-simple. 
Jenkins  v.  Lord  Clinton.  108 

See  "  Or"  read  "  And,"  2,  3. 

FINES  (ADMISSION). 
The  fines,  fees  and  expenses  of  the 
admission  of  new  trustees  to  copy- 
holds must  be  borne  by  the  tenant 
for  life  and  those  in  remainder,  in 
proportion  to  their  respective  in- 
terests.    Carter  v.  Sebright.      374 

FIXTURES. 

See  Machinery. 

FLOATING  BALANCE. 
See  Bankers. 
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FORECLOSURE. 
See  Company. 
Pleading. 

FORFEITURE. 
A  testator  commenced  building  a 
column  on  his  estate,  which  was 
only  half  finished  at  his  death.  By 
his  will,  he  declared  that  if  the 
devisee  for  life  of  his  estates 
''should  neglect  to  keep  in  com- 
plete repair  the  column  then  being 
erected/'  he  should  forfeit  his 
estate.  Held,  that  this  implied  no 
obligation  on  the  executors  to  com- 
plete the  column  out  of  the  tes- 
tator's assets.     Joliffe  v.  Twyford. 

Page   227 

FRAUD. 

See  CoNTRIBUTORT,  4. 

FRAUD  ON  POWER. 
A  tenant  for  life  had  power  to  ap- 
point, to  any  of  his  children,  an 
estate,  which,  in  default,  was  li- 
mited to  his  eldest  son  in  fee.  The 
eldest  son  attained  twenty-one  in 
January,  1841,  and  in  February 
the  father  appointed  the  estate  to 
him  absolutely.  In  May,  the  father 
and  the  son  mortgaged  the  estate 
for  the  father's  debts,  and  in  July 
the  father  and  eldest  son  conveyed 
the  estate  to  a  trustee,  to  indem- 
nify the  son  against  the  mortgage 
debts,  and  then  to  sell  and  divide 
the  surplus  between  all  the  chil- 
dren equally.  Semble,  that  the 
latter  deed  was  not  void  as  part  of 
a  transaction  constituting  a  fraud 
on  the  power  ;  but  Held,  that  the 


deed  of  July  mutt  be  treated  as 
valid  until  set  aside  by  an  inde- 
pendent proceeding  for  that  pur- 
pose in  a  suit,  by  a  younger  child, 
to  carry  it  into  execution.  3ed- 
does  V.  t^ygh.  Page  407 

See  Power,  2. 

FRAUDULENT  SETTLEMENT. 
See  Costs,  1. 

Voluntary  Settlbmbnt. 

FREEHOLD  LAND  SOCIETY. 
See  Building  Society,  1,  2. 

FREIGHT. 

See  Ship. 


GIFT. 
See  Parent  and  Child,  4,  5. 

GOODWILL. 
The  terras  *'  goodwill,  &c.,"  in  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  a  foundry, 
are  not  so  uncertain  as  alone  to 
prevent  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance of  it ;  for  the  words  et 
ccetera  point  to  things  necessarily 
connected  with  and  belonging  to 
the  goodwill,  and  to  be  defined  in 
the  conveyance.     Cooper  v.  Hood, 
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HEIR. 

See  Conversion. 
Devise. 
Will,  2. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
I.  A  wife  was  entitled  to  an  aonuity 


G9;? 
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for  her  separate  use,  which  was 
payable  out  of  a  mortgage  on  her 
husband's  estate.  The  wife  lived 
with  her  husband  and  was  main- 
tained by  him.  The  wife's  trustee 
neglected  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  mortgage  and  interest,  and 
was  held  liable  for  the  breach  of 
trust.  Held»  that  as  between  the 
husband  and  wife,  the  interest 
applied  to  their  mutual  benefit 
must  be  taken  in  discharge  of  her 
annuity,  and  that  the  trustee,  as 
against  the  wife,  was  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  sante  equity.  But 
held  also,  that  the  accruing  pay- 
ment of  the  annuity  could  not  be 
set  off  against  a  prior  existing  debt 
of  the  husband.     Payne  v.  Little. 

Page  1 
2.  A  wife  obtained  an  order  for  pro- 
tection under  the  20  &  21  Vict, 
c.  ^5^  s.  21.  Held,  that  she  was 
entitled  to  payment  of  a  fund  in 
Court  representing  a  legacy  be- 
queathed to  her.  In  re  Kingsley's 
Trust.  84 

See  Leoal  Personal  Represen- 
tatives, 2. 
Protection  Order,  2. 


ILLEGITIMATE  CHILD. 

1,  Bequest  to  "  y^.  and  her  daugh- 
ters" equally.  A,  had  an  illegiti- 
mate (laughter  at  the  date  of  the  will 
and  never  had  any  other  daughter. 
A,  predeceased  the  testator.  Held, 
that  legitimate  daughters  alone 
could  take  under  this  bequest,  and 


that  the  construction  was  not  al- 
tered by  the  circumstance,  that, 
in  the  same  will,  there  was  a  be- 
quest to  B.  and  her  son  John,  the 
son  Jo/in  being  illegitimate.  KiUy 
V.  Hammond,  Pag«  36 

2.  Bequest  to  all  and  every  the  sons 
and  daughters  of  A.,  includ- 

ing who  the 

illegitimate  of   A,      Held, 

that  the  illegitimate  children  of  A, 
could  not  take.    Mason  v.  Bateson, 

404 

INCLOSURE. 

An  Inclosure  Act  directed  allotments 
for  public  and  specific  purposes, 
and  that  one-fifth  should  be  al- 
lotted to  the  lord  of  the  manor  for 
his  interest  in  the  "  soil,"  and 
that  the  remainder  of  the  common 
lands  should  be  divided  amongst 
the  commoners,  to  be  held  in 
severalty.  And  it  was  declared 
that  the  lord's  seignorial  rights 
were  not  to  be  prejudiced,  except 
the  right  to  the  '*  soil,**  and  that 
the  lord  might  thereafter  enjoy  all 
rents,  heriots,  &c.,  "  and  all  mines, 
minerals,  quarries  and  other  royal- 
ties,'' and  as  if  the  Act  had  not 
been  passed.  Held,  that  the  lord 
retained  his  rights  to  the  mines 
and  minerals  under  the  land  allot- 
ted to  the  commoners  in  severalty. 
Pretty  v.  Solly.  606 

See  Soil. 

INDEMNITY. 
Executors  held  entitled  to  no  indem- 
nity against  liability  in  respect  of 
shares  in  a  banking  company  spe- 
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cifically  bequeathed,  the  order  of 
the  Court,  in  an  administration 
suit,  being  of  itself  a  perfect  in- 
demnity to  them.  Addams  v. 
Ferick.  Page  384 

INFANT. 

Trustees  apph'ed  a  pan  of  the 
capital  of  a  fund  belonging  to  in- 
fants, who  had  been  left  destitute 
by  the  father,  for  their  benefit. 
They  were  allowed  the  amount. 
Prince  v.  Hine,  634 

See  Partition. 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  As  to  the  right  of  a  Plaintiff  in  a 
bill  o^  discovery,  in  aid  of  an  ac- 
tion at  law,  to  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  action  until  full  dis- 
covery is  given  :  Semble,  that  a 
primd  facie  case  must  be  shewn, 
and  that  the  Court  will  not  allow 
a  contest  on  affidavit  on  a  motion 
for  such  an  injunction.  Harris  v. 
ColUtt.  222 

2.  An  injunction  was  granted  to  stay 
an  action  at  law  until  answer. 
The  Defendant  having  put  in  a 
full  answer,  gave  notice  of  motion 
to  dissolve,  after  which,  the  Plain- 
tiff amended  his  bill.  The  answer 
shewing  a  mere  legal  question : 
Held,  that  the  injunction  must  be 
dissolved,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  not,  on  this  occasion,  entitled 
to  have  it  continued  on  the  case 
alleged  by  the  amendments.  Mol- 
lett  v.  Enequist.  (No.  2.)  466 
See  Railway. 


INSOLVENT. 

See  Dismissal  for  want  of  Pro- 
secution. 

INTEREST. 

A  testator  died  in  1818.  A,  B.,  his 
administrator,  received  assets  and 
placed  them  in  a  bank,  to  an  ac- 
count— **  A.  jB.'s  trustee,"  and 
where  they  still  remained.  A.  B, 
died  in  1853,  and  to  a  suit^  institut- 
ed by  the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  of  the  original  testator  against 
the  representatives  of  A,  B,  and 
the  bankers,  to  recover  the  fund, 
the  representatives  of  A,  B,  set 
up  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but 
the  bankers  were  willing  to  pay 
the  amount : — Held,  that  the  sta- 
tute  was  inapplicable,  and  a  de- 
cree was  made  for  the  Plaintiff, 
Held  also,  that  in  such  a  suit,  the 
representatives  of  A.  B,  could  not 
be  charged  with  interest.  Smith 
y.  Acton.  Page  210 

See  Conditions  of  Sale. 

Statute  of  Limitations,  1. 

ISSUE. 

1.  The  word  "issue"  restricted  to 
*'  children"  by  force  of  the  cor- 
relative expression  "  parent." 
Maynardv,  Wright.  285 

2.  A  testator  devised  a  freehold  in 
trust  to  accumulate  the  rents  for 
periods  of  not  less  than  ten  years 
successively  at  a  time,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  which,  the  accumula- 
tions to  be  paid  to  the  testator's 
*'  sons  and  daughters,  or  such  of 
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Gutsa   isi   tfaoaiif  'le  [i<rii^  sc  rie 
tfie  ^H4*i«*  ".^  «iu;*i  •-;(  liu^m  id  iiiaJ. 

^iir*nz\  iftare, '  -'i  he  T-i^reii  .&:&- 
fines  la  tae  ^arre  r*?»T:«»i:r.T**T  at 
tJut  a^e  of  tw*nrT-oc«  T*an.  and 
fff>  'Ml  from  tnne  ;r>  e:3ie  mtil  die 
expcrsdoa   of    r»enrf-oce    yean 
afeer  dbe  decease  of  che  torrrror 
of  lier  efatl^reix.     Aod  from  and 
ai^  cbe  expfration  of  the  term  of 
twcacj'iioe  jezn^  be  deviaet!  ebe 
taroe  premucs  snto  sacb  of  his 
grandHiildrefi  and   their  usae  aa  i 
fhoold  then  ttand,  in  respect  to  j 
him,   in  equal  degree  of  coosan-  { 
goioitj,  and  their  hetrs,  as  tenants 
in  eomroon.     Held,  that  '*  issnej' 
was  to  be  read  *^  children,"  and 
the  word  **  and  **  to  be  read  •*  or" 
and  that  the  devise  was   neither 
Toid    for   remoteness   nor   uncer- 
tainty.    Maijnard  v.  fVr'tght, 

Page  285 
See  DeviiE. 


ISSUE  MALE. 
See  Will,  2. 


JUDGMENT. 

See  Cjiakoino  Order. 

Dkhtor  and  Creditor. 

Dkvahtavit. 

Municipal  Corporation,  2. 

Tackino. 


I.  hm 


JURISBICnOX. 

•ftfeCoort 

FJadae  of 

JL  cases  where  pvt  of 

the  sahjecZ'-csjitztT  eocassaefhaiM 
jQca^j  sirtzare  oar  of  its  jizrisdic- 

Page  377 
2.  Sufa  were  corftitaced  for  the  nme 
matrer  in  the  Paiatiae  Covrt  and 
dta  Covrt,  aad  a  decree  made  in 
the  fermer.  The  Conn  refbsed  to 
stay  the  proceedings  here,  as  the 
softs  partly  ioTolTed  lands  locally 
situate  out  of  the  jorisdictioa  of 
the  Palatine  Court.     7&idL 


JURY. 
The  Coart  will  not,  before  the  hear- 
ing, direct  a  case  to  be  heard  be- 
fore a  jury  under  the  21  &  22 
Fict.  c  27,  s.  2,  if  one  party  op- 
poses it.   George  v.  fVhUmwre*  557 


LACHES. 

See  Reversionary  Interest,  2. 
Specific  Performance,  4,  5. 


LANCASTER. 
See  Jurisdiction. 


LANDS  CLAUSES  ACT. 
I.  Upon  a  petition  presented  by  the 
tenant  for  life,  for  the  re-invest- 
ment in  land  of  the  compensation 
money  paid  for  lands  taken  by  a 
railway  company,  the  remainder- 
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men  and  trustees,  if  they  approve, 
ought  to  join  in  the  petition  or 
abstain  from  appearing  at  the 
hearing.  Wilson  v.  Foster,  Re 
The  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire 
Railway  Comj)any.  Page  398 

2.  Costs  of  remaindermen  and  trus- 
tees, who  appeared  as  respondents 
upon  a  {petition  presented  both 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Acts  and 
in  a  suit  for  re-investment  in  land, 
disallowed.  Ibid, 
See  Costs   2. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Under  a  lease  of  a  farm,  the  tenant 
was  bound  to  keep  in  repair  the 
buildings  to  be  erected  thereon. 
During  the  term,  the  tenant,  with 
the  permission  of  the  landlord, 
who  was  lord  of  the  manor,  built  a 
house  on  the  waste  adjoining  the 
farm,  and  he  enjoyed  it  with  the 
farm.  Held,  that  the  tenant  was 
also  under  an  obligation  to  keep 
this  house  in  repair.  IVhite  v. 
Wakley.     (No.  1.)  17 

See  Dilapidations. 
Lease. 

LAPSE  OF  TIME. 

See  Reversionary  Interest,  2. 
Specific  Performance,  4,  5. 

LEASE. 
1.  Demise  for  seven  years,  with  a 
proviso,  that,  notwithstanding  any- 
thing before  contained,  if  notice 
should  not  be  given  to  determine 
the  lease  at  the  end  of  the  seven 
years,  it  should  be  considered  a 
lease   upon  the  same   covenants, 


from  year  to  year,  until  notice  to 
determine  it.  Held,  that  the  de- 
mise continued  after  the  seven 
years  until  put  an  end  to  by 
notice,  and  that  the  covenants 
continued  binding.  Brown  v. 
Trumper,  Page  11 

2.  Covenant  by  farm  tenant  "  well 
and  substantially"  to  repair  and 
keep  in  "good  substantial  repair/' 
and  so  ^*  well  and  substantially  re- 
paired "  to  yield  up  at  the  end  of 
the  term  :  Held,  that  the  tenant 
was  bound  to  give  up  the  premises 
in  as  good  a  state  of  repair  as 
when  he  took  possession,  and  thai 
they  must  be  inferred  to  have  been 
then  in  a  tenantable  state.  The 
landlord  having  become  changed 
.during  the  term,  and  a  claim  for 
dilapidations  being  now  made  by 
the  existing  landlord,  Held,  that 
the  tenant  was  entitled  to  an  in- 
quiry as  to  the  state  of  repair 
when  the  present  landlord's  title 
accrued.  Ibid, 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

LEGACY. 

A  testator  bequeathed,  first,  to  the 
minister  of  M.  a  sum  of  [blank] 
for  educating  the  poor  ;  secondly, 
an  annuity  of  51.  a  year  to  A.  for 
life,  and  after  her  death,  to  the 
minister  of  M,,  in  addition  to  the 
sum  of  [blank]  for  educating  the 
poor  of  M.  ;  and,  thirdly,  an  an- 
nuity of  15/.  to  B,  for  life,  and 
after  his  decease  he  gave  to  the 
minister  of  M.  the  said  sum  of 
[blank]  in  addition  to  the  two 
sums   before   mentioned.      Held, 
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JIOVET. 
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had  ciDed  in 
^ffrirflic  to  paj  the 
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a  rscsJBC  iar  tie  vboie  purchase- 
Is  &Kt  oclj  part  was 
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HeU,  that  the  Ten- 
Lai  =o  Ijea  oc  the  title-deeds 
z  lis  piTwewSjo  £>r  the  unpaid 
prrzbMSt-vxsoer.     J/air  t.  Julhf, 

143 

AJTD    CUXXT. 


LIFE  INTEREST. 
See  Estate  roa  Life. 
Paee^tt  A5D  Child,  1. 
TE3SA3CT  roa  Life. 

LIFE  POLICY. 
Set  PoucT  OF  Assurance. 


MACHINERY. 
1  •  Mortgage  of  iron  works  and  rolling 
mill,  with  the  madiinery.  Sec  ape- 
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cified  in  schedule, "  and  all  engines, 
machinery,  fixtures  and  things 
which  might  thereafter  be  6xed 
and  fastened  in  or  upon  the  same 
premises,  whether  in  addition  or 
substitution.''  Held,  that  the  words 
'*  fastened  in  or  upon  the  same 
premises"  governed  the  sentence, 
and  that  subsequent  additions, 
consisting  of  an  engine  for  turning 
a  lathe,  a  steam  hammer  and  anvil, 
a  boiler  and  furnace,  passed  to  the 
mortgagees ;  but  that  cutters,  bed 
plate,  straightening  plate,  and  the 
metal  flooring  of  the  mill  did  not. 
The  Metropolitan  Counties,  S^c, 
Society  v.  Brown,  Page  454 

2,  Under  an  assignment  of  the  ma- 
chinery fastened  in  or  upon  a  mill. 
Held,  that  an  anvil,  though  not 
fastened  or  fixed  to  it,  passed,  as 
essential  to  a  fixed  steam  hammer. 
Ibid. 

MAINTENANCE. 
See  Infant. 

Power,  2. 

Set-Off. 

MINERALS. 

See  Inclosure. 

Specific  Performance,  6. 

MINES. 
See  Inclosure. 

MINUTES. 
When,  at  the  hearing,  liberty  is  given 
to  mention  the  case  again  on  the 
minutes,  it  must  be  done  at  least 
within  a  fortnight,  otherwise  the 
parties  must  give  notice  of  motion 
specifying  the  alterations.  Hood 
v.  Cooper*  373 


MISTAKE. 
See  Reforming  Deed.  ' 

MONEY. 

1.  South  Sea  Stock  and  £3 :  5s,  per 
Cents,  held,  on  the  context,  to 
pass  by  the  expression  "  surplus 
money."  Newman  v.  Newman. 
(No.  1.)  Page  218 

2.  A  testatrix  bequeathed  specific 
sums  of  South  SeaSiocksind  £3 :5s. 
per  Cents,  to  her  sister  for  life, 
and,  at  her  death,  she  left  "  this 
money"  in  trust  to  her  niece,  to 
pay  certain  legacies,  which  did  not 
exhaust  the  whole.  She  autho- 
rized her  sister  and  niece  (who 
were  her  executrixes)  to  sell  out 
the  residue  of  "  her  money"  in  the 
£3  :  5s.  per  Cents,  over  the  sum 
she  had  mentioned,  for  payment  of 
her  debts,  and  proceeded :  *'  then, 
if  there  is  any  surplus  money,  I 
give  it  to  my  niece :" — Held,  that 
the  niece  took  the  surplus  of  both 
the  funds.    Ibid. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  A.  B.  mortgaged  estate  X.  for 
800/.,  and,  on  the  same  day,  he 
charged  estate  F.,  in  aid,  to  the 
extent  of  200/.  ji.  6.  died, 
having  devised  estate  Y,,  but  in- 
testate as  to  estate  X.  Held^  that 
the  whole  800/.  was,  as  between 
the  devisees  and  heir,  primarily 
chargeable  on  estate  X.  Stringer 
V.  Harper.  83 

2.  An  estate  was  subject  to  mort- 
gages of  7,000/.  created  by  the 
testator,  and  of  13,000/.  created 


698 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


by  his  ancestor ;  but  the  testator 
had  consolidated  them  into  one 
mortgage  for  20,000/.  which  he 
had  covenanted  to  pay.  The  tes- 
tator directed  his  debts  to  be  paid 
out  of  his  personal  estate,  but  if 
insufficient,  he  charged  them  on 
his  real  estate.  He  devised  his 
real  estates  "  subject  nevertheless 
to  the  mortgages  affecting  tlie 
same."  The  testator  died  in  1840. 
Held,  that  the  devisee  of  the  estate 
did  not  take  cum  onere^  but  was 
entitled  to  have  the  whole  mort- 
gage debt  paid  out  of  the  testa- 
tor's personal  estate.  Townthend 
V.  Mostyn.  Page  72 

3,  A  mortgagee  of  a  1 ,000  years*  term 
filed  a  bill  for  foreclosure.  At  the 
hearing,  by  arrangement,  a  decree 
was  made  for  the  sale  of  the  fee. 
It  produced  a  little  more  than 
sufficient  to  pay  the  mortgage. 
The  Defendants  declining  an  in- 
quiry as  to  the  value  of  the  rever- 
sion in  fee.  Held,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff's costs  had  priority  over  those 
of  the  Defendant.  Cutjield  v. 
Ricfiards.  241 

4.  A  testator  gave  one-third  of  the 
rents  of  his  real  estate  to  his  widow 
for  life,  and  he  devised  an  estate 
at  B.f  in  thirtieth  parts,  to  his 
children  as  tenants  in  common. 
The  residue  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  **  after  paying  his 
mortgage  and  other  debts,"  he  left 
to  be  divided  into  thirtieth  parts, 
and  to  be  taken  by  the  same  and 
in  the  same  proportions  as  the 
estate  at  B.  Held,  that  the  widow 
took  no  interest  in  the  personalty, 


and  that  the  mortgages  were 
payable  primarily  out  of  the  resi- 
due and  not  out  of  the  mortgaged 
estate,  under  the  17  &  18  Jlct.  c. 
1 1 3,     Greated  v.  Greated. 

Page  621 
See  Building  Society,  4. 

Company. 

Debenture. 

Debtor  and  Creditor. 

Machinery,  1. 

Municipal  Corporation, 

Pleading. 

Tacking. 

MORTMAIN. 
See  Charity. 

MOTION. 
See  Decree. 
Jury. 
Specific  Performance. 

MOTION  FOR  DECREE. 

See  Cross-Examination. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 

1.  An  Act  of  Parliament 'gave  a 
corporation  compulsory  powers  of 
purchasing  land  to  make  a  market. 
The  29th  section  required  it  to 
sell  the  surplus  not  wanted,  and  to 
give  certain  parties  a  right  of  pre- 
emption, the  produce  to  he  applied 
"  to  the  purposes  of  the  Act."  The 
30th  section  gave  the  corporation 
power  to  borrow  on  debenture,  the 
32nd  power  to  mortgage  or  sell 
any  of  its  land  *'  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Act,"  and  the  83rd  section 
provided  that  the  Act  should  not 
empower  the   corporation   to  sell 
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witboot  the  approbation  of  ihe 
lords  of  the  treasurv.  Held,  that 
the  32nd  section  did  not  authorize 
a  mortgage  of  the  surplus  land  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Act,  but  that 
it  must  be  sold  as  directed  bv  the 
29th  section.  Held,  also,  that  a 
mortgage  onlj  of  the  lands  of  the 
corporation  required  the  assent  of 
the   lords  of  the   treasury.      De 

m 

WiiUan  t.  Mayor  of  Brecon, 

Page  533 

S.  Whether  a  judgment  against  a  mu> 
nicipal  corporation  operates  as  an 
equitable  mortgage  on  its  lands, 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act 
forbidding  a  mortgage,  except  with 
the  assent  of  the  lords  of  the 
treasury,  qucere.  The  Mayor^ 
^c,  of  Brecon  v.  Seymour.         5\B 


I 


NEW  TRUSTEES. 
Upon  a  petition  to  appoint  new  trus- 
tees of  a  separation  deed,  on  the 
death  of  the  sole  trustee,  it  was 
objected,  that  the  deed  was  void, 
in  consequence  of  the  father^s 
thereby  abandoning  his  right  to 
the  custody  of  his  children.  The 
Court  declined  on  this  occasion 
deciding  as  to  its  validity,  but  ap- 
pointed new  trustees  to  protect 
the  property.  Re  Matthews,     463 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 
See  Legal  Personal  Hepresenta^ 

TIVES. 

Residue,  4,  5. 


I 


OPENING  BIDDINGS. 
On  a  sale  under  the  Court,  two  per- 
sons agreed  not  to  bid  against  each 
other,  but  that  one  should  bid  up 
to  1,500/.  and  divide  the  lot  be- 
tween them.  They  bought  it  for 
650/.  Held,  that  this  agreement 
furnished  no  ground  for  opening 
the  biddings,  or  annulling  the  sale. 
In  re  Careirs  Estate.       Page  1 87 

«*OR-  READ  ''AND." 

1 .  The  word  "  and"  construed  "  or," 
in  order  to  give  effect  to  the 
obvious  meaning.  Maynard  v. 
ffright.  2S5 

2.  A  testator  devised  a  freehold  in 
trust  to  accumulate  the  rents  for 
periods  of  not  less  than  ten  years 
successively  at  a  time,  at  the  expi- 
ration of  which,  the  accumulations 
to  be  paid  to  the  testator's  '*  sons 
and  daughters,  or  such  of  them  as 
should  be  living  at  the  respective 
periods  of  division,  and  the  issue 
of  such  of  them  as  shall  have  died 
leaving  lawful  issue,  such  issue 
taking  their  deceased  parent's 
share,"  to  be  vested  interests  in 
the  same  respectively  at  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  so  on 
from  time  to  time  until  the  expi- 
ration of  twenty-one  years  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  her 
children.  And  from  and  after  the 
expiration  of  the  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  he  devised  the  same 
premises  unto  such  of  his  grand- 
children and  their  issue  as  should 
then  stand,  in  respect  to  him,  in 
equal   degrees   of   consanguinity. 
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and  their  heirs,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon. Held,  that  **  issue"  was  to 
be  read  "children,"  and  the  word 
"  and"  to  be  read  "  or,"  and  that 
the  devise  was  neither  void  for  re- 
moteness nor  uncertainty.  May- 
nard  v.  Wright,  Page  2%S 

3.  A  testator  devised  real  estate  to  his 
children  and  their  heirs  as  tenants 
in  common,  with  a  gift  over  to  the 
survivors  **  in  the  event  of  any  of 
them  dying  before  havmg  heirs  of 
their  body  or  making  a  particular 
disposition*'  of  his  share.  Held, 
that  "or"  must  be  read  *'and," 
and  that  the  children  took  in  fee, 
but  that  the  gift  over  in  the  event 
of  making  no  disposition  was  re- 
pugnant and  void.  Created  v. 
Created,  621 

ORDER. 
See  Decree. 
Minutes. 

OTHER. 

See  Survivor. 

OUTLAWRY. 
A  Plaintiff  was  outlawed  pending  the 
suit.  Held,  that  it  was  irregular 
to  make  the  Attorney-General  a 
party  in  respect  of  the  outlawry, 
unless  a  question  was  raised  with 
regard  to  its  validity  or  enforce- 
ment.     Bromley  v.  Smith.         644 


PALATINE  COURT. 
iSftf  Jurisdiction,  1^2. 


PARENT. 

See  Children. 

Issue. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  A  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  to 
trustees  for  his  daughter  for  life, 
and  afterwards  to  pay  the  divi- 
dends to  her  husband,  'Muring 
his  life,  nevertheless  to  be  by  him 
applied  for  or  towards  the  main- 
tenance, education  or  benefit'*  of 
the  daughter's  children.  There 
was  a  gift  to  the  children  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
the  daughter  and  her  husband. 
Held,  that  the  husband  took  for 
life  beneficially.  Byne  v.  Black- 
burn. Page  41 

2.  A  husband  being  held  liable  at 
the  suit  of  the  children  of  his 
wife's  first  marriage  to  replace 
trust  funds  received  by  him, 
claimed  a  large  sum  expended  in 
maintaining,  &c.  the  children  after 
the  second  marriage.  The  claim 
was  disallowed.      Grove  v.  Price, 

105 

d.  Where  both  a  parent  and  his 
children  are  objects  of  a  bequest 
of  personalty,  the  tendency  of 
modern  decisions  is,  to  construe 
the  limitations  as  a  gift  to  the 
parent  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his   children.      Audsiey   v.  Horn. 

VJ5 

4.  A  gifl  by  a  child  to  her  parent 
immediately  af\er  attaining  twenty- 
one  cannot,  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, be  supported.  Bury 
V.  Oppenheim.  594 
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5*  Soon  after  attaining  twenty->one  a 
daughter  sold  ber  reversionary  in- 
terest and  the  amount  was  received 
by  her  father.  He  said  she  had 
determined  that  the  most  advan- 
tageous course  for  her  to  adopt 
would  be  to  give  the  money  to 
him  to  be  applied  by  him  in  im- 
proving and  extending  his  busi- 
ness, in  order  to  increase  his 
estate,  and  to  enable  him  better 
to  provide  for  his  family  after  his 
decease,  and  she  accordingly  gave 
him  the  money.  Held,  that  the 
father  was  a  trustee  of  the  money 
for  the  daughter,  and  he  was  bound 
to  repay  it.      Bury  v.  Oppenheim. 

Page  594 

PARTITION. 

A  partition  decreed  without  a  com- 
mission, in  a  case  in  which  infants 
were  interested,  upon  satisfactory 
evidence  of  the  value.  Greenwood 
y.  Percy.  572 

PARTNERSHIP. 

S/everal  persons,  who  were  jointly 
entitled  to  several  leases  of  a  col- 
liery, worked  it  in  copartnership. 
Held,  on  a  dissolution,  that  one  of 
the  co-owners  of  the  leases  could 
not  insist  on  a  partition,  though 
there  might  be  no  debts,  but  that 
the  whole  rous^  be  sold.  If^ild  v. 
Milne.  504 

PAYMENT  OF  INTEREST. 
See  Statute  op  Limitation,  2, 

PENSION. 
See  East  India  Company. 

VOL.  XXVI. 


PLEADING. 
In  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  parties  to 
the  mortgage  deed  and  those  claim- 
ing under  them  ought  alone  to  be 
made  parties,     /tudsley  v.  Horn. 

Page  195 
See  Disclaimer. 

Fraud  on  Power. 

Outlawry. 

Specipic  Performance. 

Suit  on  behalf,  etc. 

POACHING. 
See  Pu3Lic  Policy. 

POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 

1.  An  expectant  heir  mortgaged  his  re- 
versionary estate,  and,  as  a  further 
security,  he  covenanted  to  keep 
up  policies  on  his  life,  which,  on 
his  default,  the  mortgagees  were 
empowered  to  do,  and  he  cove- 
nanted to  pay  the  amount  and 
charged  it  on  his  reversion.  On 
setting  aside  the  transaction  for 
inadequacy  of  consideration,  the 
mortgagees  were  not  allowed  pre- 
miums paid  by  them  under  the 
security.    Bromley  v.  Smith.     644 

2.  One  of  the  conditions  of  a  life  policy 
was,  that  it  should  be  void  if  the 
assured  died  by  his  own  hand, 
except  it  should  h^ve  been  assigned 
to  other  parties,  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, six  months  before  bis 
death.  Held,  that  a  letter  to  A.  B. 
charging  A,  with  a  floating  balance 
due  to  him,  and  made  three  years 
previous  to  the  death  of  the  as- 
sured by  his  own  hand  was  within 
the  exception.  Jones  v.  The  Con^ 
svlidated  Investment  Assurance  Com" 
pany.  256 
See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 
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POSSESSION. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

POWER. 

1.  A  power  to  appoint  the  '*  interest" 
of  a  fund,  held  to  authorize  the 
appointment  of  the  capital,  not- 
withstanding subsequent  powers 
over  and  limitation  of  the  said 
•*  trust  moneys"  and  the  "  inte- 
rest." Phillips  V.  Brydon.  Page  77 

St.  Power  to  appoint  to  children, 
"with  such  directions  or  regula- 
tions for  maintenance,  education 
and  advancement  as  their  mother 
ahould  appoint.*'  The  mother  ap- 
pointed the  income  to  the  chil- 
dren's father  until  the  youngest 
attained  twenty-one,  **  in  or  to- 
wards the  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation*' of  all  her  children.  Held, 
that  the  appointment  was  invalid. 
Lloyd  V.  Lloyd,  96 

S.  By  the  settlement  of  A,  B.,  and 
in  the  events  which  happened, 
two- thirds  of  the  fund  was  limited 
to  certain  persons,  and  three- fifths 
to  the  children  of  C  D,  **  living  at 
the  time  of  the  decease  of  C.  D," 
and  in  default,  to  C,  D.*s  next  of 
kin.  Power  was  given  to  A»  B, 
to  revoke  these  trusts,  and  to  ap- 
point the  trust  fund  among  the 
persons  who,  under  the  trusts 
aforesaid,  would  have  become  en- 
titled to  the  funds,  *'  in  the  pro- 
portion and  manner  aforesaid,  or 
in  such  manner  and  form,  in  all 
respects,  as  A.  B.  should  think 
fit.**  A.  B,  appointed  to  a  child 
of  C.  2>.,  who  survived  A.  B.,  but 
died  in  the  life  of  C.  D.  Held, 
that  such  child  was  not  an  object 


of  the  power.  Denning  v.  Elirf' 
ton.  Page  231 

See  Estate  for  Life,  1. 

Execution  of  Power. 

Fraud  on  Power. 

Release  of  Power. 

POWER  OF  SALE. 

An  estate  was  devised  to  trustees 
for  different  persons  in  fifth  shares, 

• 

some  of  which  shares  were  given 
to  living  persons  absolutely,  and 
the  others  to  living  persons  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  their  chil- 
dren in  fee.  An  unlimited  power 
of  sale  over  the  whole  estate  was 
given  to  the  trustees.  Held,  that 
this  power  of  sale  was  valid  and 
could  be  exercised  over  the  whole 
estate,  so  long  as  any  of  the  trusts  of 
any  of  the  shares  remained  to  be 
performed.  Tailev.SwinsUad.  525 

PRACTICE. 

The  Court  cannot,  under  the  15  & 
16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  44,  appoint  a 
person  to  represent  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  person  who  is  not  willing 
to  act.     Hill  V.  Bonner.  S7i 

See  Charging  Order. 

Costs. 

Creditors*  Representative. 

Cross-Examination,  1,  2. 

Decree,  1,  2,  3. 

Dismissal  for  want  of  Pro- 
secution. 

Injunction. 

Jurisdiction. 

Jury. 

Minutes. 

Opening  Biddings. 

Partition. 

Production  of  Documents. 
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See  Sale  under  Court, 
Security  for  Costs. 
Specific  Performance. 
Stating  Second  Suit. 
Subpoena   to    appoint  Soli- 
citor. 
Substituted  Service. 
Taxation. 

PRIORITY. 
See  Administration  of  Assets. 
C0ST8,  4. 
Exoneration. 

MoRTOAQEy  3. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 
A  solicitor  and  his  client  were  both 
Defendants.  The  solicitor  ad- 
mitted documents  in  his  possession 
belonging  to  his  client,  but  claimed 
privilege ;  the  client  made  no  ad- 
mission as  to  possession  of  these 
documents.  Upon  an  application 
in  the  presence  of  both,  the  Court 
made  an  order  for  production. 
GoikeUyf.  Chambers.  (No.  I?.) 

Page  303 
See  Solicitor  and  Client. 

PROTECTION  ORDER. 

1.  A  wife  obtained  an  order  for  pro- 
tection under  the  20  &  21  Vict. 
c.  85,  s.  SI.  Held,  that  she  was 
entitled  to  payment  of  a  fund  in 
Court  representing  a  legacy  be- 
queathed to  her.  In  re  Kingsley's 
Trust.  84 

t.  A  wife  was  deserted  by  her  hus- 
band. Afterwards,  her  father  be- 
queathed a  fund  for  her  separate 
use,  without  power  of  anticipation, 
and  she  subsequently  obtained  a 
protecting  order  under  the  20  & 


21  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  21.  Held,  that 
she  was  entitled  to  payment. 
Cooke  V.  Fuller.  Page  99 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 
Directors  of  a  company  were  alleged 
to  have  paid  calls  merely  on  a 
small  portion  of  the  shares  for 
which  they  had  subscribed  the 
deed,  and  they  had  also,  out  of 
the  company's  funds,  purchased 
part  of  the  chairman's  shares,  and 
had  cancelled  a  considerable  num- 
ber of  those  subscribed  for  by 
him  and  by  themselves.  This  not 
being  authorized  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  company  or  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  or  settlement: 
— Held,  that  it  was  not  a  matter 
of  internal  management  to  be  con- 
firmed by  a  general  meeting,  and  a 
demurrer  to  a  bill  to  make  the  direc- 
tors liable  was  therefore  overruled. 
Hodgkinson  and  Others^  oti  behalf ^ 
Sfc,  V.  The  National  Live  Stock  In" 
surance  Company  and  Others.  473 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  3,  4. 

Calls. 

Company. 

Contributory. 

Creditors'  Representative. 

Cross  Bill. 

Winding  up. 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 

Bequest  for  purchasing  the  discharge 
of  poachers,  "  committed  to  prison 
for  non-payment  of  fines,  fees  or 
expenses  under  the  Game  Laws  :*' 
Held  void,  as  encouraging  offences 
and  opposed  to  public  policy. 
Thrupp  V.  Collett.  (No.  1.)  125 
z  z  2 


704 


IXDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  M 


RAILWAY. 

L  A  Tkilwzj  cooapuiT  gare  ootice 
to  a  ietunt  at  «iU  to  take  part  of 
tbe  lands,  abd  tLej  were  allowed 
to  take  possessioo  and  complete 
tbeir  line.  Afterwards,  a  person, 
mho  had  sabsequestlj  to  tlse  notice 
purchased  ooe-ninth  of  tbe  Lii^ 
filed  a  bfll,  merelv  praying  an  in- 
jnoctioo  to  restrain  the  railway 
compaoj  from  entering  opoo,  con- 
tinuing in  possession  of,  or  other- 
wise interfering  with  the  land.  The 
bill  was  dismissed,  with  costs.  Car- 
mocham  ▼.  The  A'onricA  amd  Spaldimg 
llaUmay  Compamy.  Page  169 

2.  A  railway  company  took  some 
lands  bekMiging  to  an  ecclesiastical 
corpora tion,  which  at  the  time  was 
let  on  lease,  and  a  large  sum  was 
awarded  as  a  compensation,  on  the 
principle  of  the  lessee  continuing 
to  pay  the  rent  reserved  by  his 
lease.  The  land  being  valuable 
for  building  purposes,  and  it  being 
the  custom  of  the  corporation  to 
make  it  available,  by  accepting 
surrenders  and  re-graniing  build- 
ing leases  at  a  great  advance  of 
rent,  the  Court,  on  the  evidence, 
Hel<1,  that  the  corporation  was 
entitled  to  the  dividends  on  the 
compensation  raouey,  in  addition  to 
the  rent  during  the  term  granted  by 
the  lease.  Re  the  Dean  and  Chapter 
of  fVestmnister,  Re  The  HampUead 
Junction  Railwaif  Company.  214 
See  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

REAL  AND  PERSONAL 
ESTATE. 
See  Costs,  4. 


See  CoxTCRSioir. 

EXOSEKATIOK. 

RECEIVER. 
See  Act  of  Paruaxekt,  L 

RECTIFYING  DEED. 
See  Reformixg  Deed. 

REDEMPTION. 
See  BciLDiKG  Society,  4. 

REFERENTIAL  TRUSTS. 

1.  Bequest  to  the  children  of  a  de- 
ceased niece  who  should  be  living 
at  the  testator's  death,  followed  by 
a  bequest  to  a  nephew  for  life,  and 
after  his  decease,  upon  the  like 
**  trusts**  for  the  benefit  of  his  issue, 
tLnd  subject  to  the  same  powers, 
**  limitations,"  &c.  in  respect  to 
his  issue  as  those  expressed  as  to 
the  niece's  children.  The  nephew 
had  no  child  living  at  the  testator's 
death,  but  he  afterwards  had  one 
child  bom.  Held,  that  such  child 
was  entitled  to  the  second  legacy. 
YardUy  v.  Yardley.  Page  58 

2.  A  father,  having  eight  children, 
deviiied  his  estate  to  six  of  them 
equally.  Afterwards,  the  wife's 
father  devised  another  property 
unto  her  child ren,  to  be  vested  at 
the  like  times,  with  like  benefit  of 
survivorship  and  provision  for 
maintenance,  and  in  like  manner, 
in  all  other  respects,  so  far  as  the 
nature  of  the  property  and  the 
difference  of  tenure  would  permit, 
as  the  said  children  were  entitled 
to  the  estate  of  their  father  under 
the   dispositions    and    limitations 
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contained  in  his  wiil :  Held,  that 
the  eight  children  participated  in 
the  second  devise.  Pigolt  v. 
Wilder.  Page  90 

See  Wills. 

REFORMING  DEED. 
Prior  to  a  mortgage,  the  mortgagee's 
valuer  included  certain  articles  in 
his  valuation,  and  which  the  mort- 
gagees expected  would  be  com- 
prised in  their  mortgage,  but  they 
were  omitted  from  the  deed.  A 
bill  to  rectify  the  deed,  by  in- 
cluding them,  was  dismissed,  there 
being  no  proof  of  a  common  mis- 
take of  mortgagor  and  mortgagees. 
The  Metropolitan  Counties^  8^c, 
Society  v.  Brown.  454 

REGISTRAR. 

See  Decree,  3. 

RELEASE  OF  POWER. 
A  father  had  an  exclusive  power  of 
appointment  in  favor  of  his  child- 
ren over  a  fund,  which,  in  default, 
was  limited  to  them  equally,  and, 
as  representative  of  a  deceased 
son,  he  was,  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, beneficially  entitled  to  one- 
third  of  the  fund.  The  father  re- 
leased the  power  to  his  mortgagees: 
— Held,  that  the  power  had  been 
effectually  destroyed,  and  the 
Court  declared  the  rights  of  the 
parties  consequent  on  such  de- 
struction.   Smith  V.  Houblon.  482 

REMOTENESS. 
1.  Bequest  to  a  living  person  for  life, 
and  afterwards  to  his  children,  fol- 
lowed by  a  declaration  that  these  in- 


terests should  be  considered  vested 
interests  at  the  age  of  twenty- 
five,  and  a  gift  over  to  the  issue 
of  any  dying  under  twenty-five : 
Held,  too  remote.  Rowland  v. 
Tattmey.  Page  67 

2.  A  testator  gave  his  residuary 
estate  to  his  daughter  for  life,  and 
afterwards  to  her  two  sons  Henry 
and  Charles,  and  all  other  her 
children  thereafter  to  be  born,  and 
the  issue  of  his  grandchildren, 
who,  being  a  son,  should  attain 
twenty-one,  or  being  a  daughter, 
should  attain  that  age  or  marry 
with  consent,  equally  to  be  divided, 
such  issue  to  take  a  parent's  share : 
Held  void  for  remoteness.  Web- 
ster V.  Boddington,  128 

3.  Distinction  between  a  bequest 
having  two  alternatives,  one  of 
which  is  valid  and  the  other  too 
remote,  and  a  gift  depending  on 
the  failure  of  a  previous  limitation, 
which  is  too  remote.  Re  Thatcher^ s 
Trusts,  365 

4.  The  case  of  Taylor  v.  Frobisher^ 
5  De  Gex  &  Sm.  191,  approved 
of.     Ibid. 

5.  Bequest  to  A.  for  life,  and  after- 
wards to  her  children  equally,  "  to 
be  vested'*  on  such  as  should  at- 
tain twenty-five,  and  **  to  be  pay- 
able" as  soon  as  might  be  after 
that  age  should  be  attained,  with 
powers  of  maintenance  and  ad- 
vancement out  of  their  "  vested 
or  expectant  portions,"  with  a  gif^ 
over  to  B.  if  no  child  should  at- 
tain twenty-five  :  Held,  first,  that 
the  gift  to  the  children  was  too 
remote;   and    sccondlyi    on  A**b 
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death  without  having  been  mar- 
.  Tiedf  that  the  gift  to  B.  could  not 
take  effect,  at  an  alternative  limi- 
tation to  a  person  in  esse  at  the 
date  of  the  will.  Re  Tftatcher*s 
Trusts.  Page  365 

See  Absolute  Interest. 
Power  of  Sale. 

RENT-CHARGE. 
A  tale  of  lands  decreed  to  raise 
arrears  of  a  rent-charge  granted 
with  powers  of  distress  and  entry, 
there  being  nothing  to  distrain  on, 
and  there  being  twenty  other  con- 
current rent-charges  with  like  re- 
medies. Cupit  V.  Jackson  (13 
Price,  721)  followed.  fVhile  on 
behalf  of,  S^c,  v.  James,     (No.  2.) 

191 

REPRESENTATIVE. 
See  Practice. 

RESIDUARY   DEVISE. 

See  Administration  of  Assets. 

RESIDUE. 

1.  A  testatrix,  after  reciting  that  she 
was  entitled  to  a  leg«icy  of  1,000/. 
under  her  husband's  will,  gave  the 
1,000/.,  as  to  100/.,  part  thereof, 
to  /^.,  as  to  400/.,  part  thereof,  to 
B,f  and  as  to  all  the  residue  of  the 
said  legacy  of  1,000/.  and  all  the 
residue  of  her  estate,  to  C  At 
the  death  of  the  testatrix,  216/. 
only  were  due  on  the  legacy.  Held, 
that  y^.,  B,  and  C.  must  abate  in 
proportion.   fVrighl  v.  Weston,  429 

2.  A  testatrix,  who  was  entitled  to  half 
of  her  sister's  residuary  estate,  be- 
queathed a  large  legacy,  which,  if 


it  should  fail,  she  directed  shoidd 
fall  **  into  her  own  estate."  She 
bequeathed  the  residue  of  ber  pro- 
perty (except  that  derived  from 
her  sister)  to  A,,  and  the  residue 
of  her  property  derived  from  her 
sister's  estate  to  B,  Held,  that 
the  latter  must  contribute  with  the 
former  towards  payment  of  the 
debts,  expenses  and  legacies. 
Greenwood  v.  Jemmeli,     Page  479 

3.  "  Residue"  is  not  a  **  legacy"  in 
the  ordinary  sense  of  the  terin, 
though  the  person  taking  it  is  a 
**  residuary  legatee.''  fVard  ▼. 
Grey.  485 

4.  The  1  ma,  4,  c.  40  (as  to  the 
right  of  executors  to  the  undti* 
posed  of  residue),  merely  shifts 
the  burden  of  proof  from  the  next 
of  kin  to  the  executor.  Read  r. 
Stedman,  495 

5.  Devise  and  bequest  of  residue  of 
testator's  property  to  A,^  B.  and 
C,  **  upon  trust"  to  convert  and 
pay  debts  and  certain  legacies. 
The  testator,  in  a  subsequent 
clause  appointed  A,,  B,  and  C.  his 
executors,  and  he  died  without 
next  of  kin.  Held,  that  the 
Crown,  as  against  the  executors, 
was  entitled  to  the  undisposed  of 
residue.     Ibid, 

REVERSION. 
See  Expectant  Hbih. 
Policy. 
Reversionary  Interest* 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 

1 .  The  purchase  of  a  reversion  cannoC 
stand  in  equity  unless  the  pur- 
chaser shews  that  he  paid  the  full 
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value  for  it.     Sailer  v.  Bradshaw. 
Bradshawv.  Salter.  Page  161 

2.  The  sale  of  a  reversion  set  aside 
after  forty  years,  the  vendor  hav- 
ing instituted  proceedings  for  that 
purpose  a  year  after  it  fell  into 
possession,  and  the  purchaser  hav- 
ing failed  to  prove  that  he  had 
paid  full  value  for  it.     Ibid, 

3.  The  general  rule  is  this  : — Where 
a  person  deals  with  an  expectant 
heir  for  his  reversion,  the  burden 
of  proof  lies  upon  such  person  to 
prove  the  fairness  of  the  transac- 
tion. Bromley  v.  Smith.  Bou- 
stead  V.  Bromley,  Smith  v.  Brom- 
ley, 6  i4 

4.  The  application  of  the  rule  is  not 
prevented,  (i)  by  the  fact  that  the 
transaction  was  a  charge  and  not  a 
sale ;  nor  (ii)  that  the  expectant 
heir  was  a  person  of  mature  age ; 
nor  (iii)  that  he  perfectly  under- 
stood the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
transaction ;  nor  (iv)  is  it  neces- 
sary for  the  heir  to  shew  that  he 
was  in  pecuniary  distress  at  the 
time.     Ibid, 


SALE. 

See  Bankrupt. 
Partnership. 
Rent-Charge. 

SALE  UNDER  COURT. 

On  a  sale  under  the  Court,  two  per- 
sons agreed  not  to  bid  against  each 
other,  but  that  one  should  bid  up 
to  1,,500/.  and  divide  the  lot  be- 
tween them.     They  bought  it  for 


650/.  Held,  that  this  agreement 
furnished  no  ground  for  opening 
the  biddings,  or  annulling  the  sale* 
In  re  Carew^s  Estate,        Page  187 

SCHOOL. 

See  Charity. 

SECURITY. 
See  Bankers. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
A  motion,  under  the  20  &  21  FicL 
c,  14,  s.  24,  that  a  limited  liability 
company  might  give  security  for 
costs,  on  an  affidavit  that  the  com- 
pany had  ceased  all  operations, 
that  proceedings  had  been  taken 
to  wind  it  up,  that  the  plant  had 
been  sold,  and  that  the  company 
was  *'  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay 
its  debts  already  incurred,"  re- 
fused, the  Court  not  feeling  satis- 
fied that  the  assets  of  the  company 
would  be  insufficient  to  pay  the 
Defendant's  costs.  Caillaud's  Pa^ 
tent  Tanning  Company  {Limited) 
V.  Jean  Caillaud.  427 

SEPARATE  USE. 

See  Husband  and  Wife. 
Protection  Order. 

SERVANTS. 
Under  a  bequest  to  the  testator's 
*' servants  in  his  service  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,"  the  Court 
held,  that  two  out-door  servantSi 
continuously  employed  at  weekly 
wagas,  were  entitled,  but  that  a  boy 
employed   a   few   months   in   the 
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SETTING  ASIDE  DEED. 
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SETTLED  ESTATES  ACT. 

1.  TW  elftct  and  opimtiGiD  of  tbe  Set- 
tled Estit»  Art  !^  Jr  ec»  Ftcf. 
c.  l^V)  expiaizKU.  Grty  \,  Jr%- 
tiMU  '  S51 

2.  Tbe  expres&SoQ  *-  perKvss  eoii* 
lied,"  ia  the  Sciilec  Es-mu-*  Act, 
nxani  pemitts  beoefi^i^r  esa* 
tied,  Uftd  all  per$ii>ns  be^keScUly 
entitled  most  coccur.  Tm^e^s 
can  onhr  CNMta:  for  u::lom  c^- 
dien,  but  tmuees  witb  a  {x>iiYr  of 
sale  maj  join  in  a  sale  «hk4i  viH 
bind  all  persons  c^iroiz^  under 
tbeir  trust.     /lidL 

SETTLEMENT.     ^ 
See  Poinm,  5. 

VOLCXTAET  SCTTLCXEXT. 


SEVERANCE  OF  DEFENCES. 

Two  traslees,  iiiio  severed  in  their 
defences,  were  allowed  one  set  of 
costs  only.  One  of  them,  by  his 
answer,  inpoted  miscondact  to  the 
odier,  whidi  rendered  it  necessary 
lor  bim  to  aerer,  and  be  asked  for 
die  whole  costs.  The  Court  being 
enable,  on  the  answei^  to  deter- 
mine the  question,  left  the  dirisiod 
tj  the  Taxing  Master.  Comne  v. 
Bmmpkrey.  Page  402 

SHARES. 
5cr  Caixs,  It  2* 

SHIP. 
^.  and  B,  were  co-owners  of  a  shipi 
w  hich  had  been  chartered  for  a 
T03rage.  ^.  assigned  his  share  of 
tbe  fire^ht  to  C,  who  gave  no  no- 
tice of  it  to  fi.,  and  both  the  ship 
and  freight  were  afterwards  insured 
by  tbe  ship  broker,  according  to 
die  ordinary  coarse  of  dealing  be- 
tween J.  and  B.  Held,  that  C. 
must  bear  his  share  of  the  wages 
of  %ht  crew,  and  the  expenses  of 
the  insurance  of  the  ship  and 
fW^bt.  Liadmyw,  Gihh%.  (No.  2.) 


SOIL. 

Tbe  word    "soil"   in 

Act     held    to 

Prctiy  T.  Sol/jf. 


an  inclosare 
•*  surface.*' 
606 


SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 
Solicitors  employed  by  the  husband 
to  prepare  a  marriage  settlement, 
Held,  not  bound  to  produce  it  \o 
the  trustees  nntO  their  bill  had 
been  paid.     Be  Gregmm.  87 
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See  Taxation. 

Production  of  DoctJllENTS. 

SON. 
See  Devi&e. 
Will,  %. 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 
See  Administration  of  Assets. 
Calls,  1,  2. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  A  vendor  filed  a  clairo  for  specific 
performance,  and  gave  notice  of 
motion  for  a  decree.  The  Defend- 
ant did  not  appear,  and  a  decree 
was  made  against  him,  directing  a 
specific  performance,  without  any 
reference  as  to  title.  Subsequently, 
upon  the  motion  of  the  Defendant, 
the  Court  allowed  a  reference  as 
to  title  to  be  inserted  in  the 
decree*  upon  his  paying  all  the 
costs  of  the  application.  Hughes 
V.  Jones.  Page  ^^ 

%*  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
provided,  that  one  party  was  to  be 
consulted  on  any  houses  proposed 
to  be  built  thereon  by  the  other, 
and  in  case  of  difference,  that  A. 
and  B.f  or  their  nominees,  should 
have  power  to  decide  any  such 
question.  There  having  been  no 
decision,  tield,  that  this  Court 
could  not  specifically  perform  the 
contract.  TiUet  v.  The  Charing 
Cross  Bridge  Company.  419 

d.  Bill  by  purchaser  against  the  ven- 
dor, who  had  pi'eviously  executed 
a  voluntary  settlement  of  the 
property,  and  against  the  trustees 
and  cestuis  que  trust  under  the  set* 
tkment  to  have  the  settlement  de- 


clared void  and  delivered  up,  and 
for  a  spedific  performance,  sds- 
tained,  the  only  objection  to  the 
title  being  the  voluntary  settle- 
ment*    Ddking  i.  Whimper. 

Page  568 

4.  In  June^  1846,  A.  agreed  to  sell 
his  share  in  a  mine  to  B.,  and  four 
months  aflerwards  he  agreed  to 
sell  it  to  C,  and  paid  part  of  the 
purchase-money.  In  the  month 
following,  A,  having  given  notice 
to  B»  that  he  repudiated  the  first 
contract,  he  conveyed  it  to  C.  No 
steps  were  taken  by  Bi  for  ten  and 
a->half  years,  when  a  suit  was  in- 
stituted against  C.  alone  to  have  a 
declaration  that  C.  was  a  trustee, 
and  for  a  conveyance.  Held,  that 
the  right  was  barred  by  lapse  of 
time  and  laches.  Held,  aIso>  that 
the  result  would  have  been  the 
same  if  the  subject  had  been 
ordinary  instead  of  mining  pro- 
perty.    AUoway  v.  Braine.       576 

5.  A  specific  performance  will  not 
be  decreed  afler  a  delay  of  ten 
years,  when  nothing  has  been  done 
in  the  meantime.     Ibid. 

6.  Specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract fot  sale  of  lands  held  under 
an  Inclosure  Act  refused,  it  ap- 
pearing upon  the  context  that  the 
right  of  the  lord  to  the  minerals 
in  the  allotted  lands  had  not  been 
affected  by  the  act.  Pretty  r. 
SoUy.  606 
See  Arbitrators. 

Brewers'  Lease* 

Goodwill. 

Statute   17  &   18   Vict*  c* 

125 1  ss.  1,  2. 
Uncertainty* 


no 
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STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

I,  A  te^Utor  diedinlSlS.  J.B.,his 
administrator,  received  assets  aod 
placed  them  in  a  bank,  to  an  ac- 
count—  "^.  B.'s  trustee,"  and 
where  they  still  remained.  A,  B, 
died  in  1^5,  and  to  a  suit  insti- 
tuted by  the  adminstrator  de  bomis 
mom  of  the  original  testator  against 
the  representatives  of  A.  B.  and 
the  bankers,  to  recover  the  fund, 
the  representatives  of  A,  B.  set 
up  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but 
the  bankers  were  willing  to  pay  the 
amount.  Held,  that  the  statute 
was  inapplicable,  and  a  decree  was 
made  for  the  Plain tiflT.  Held,  also, 
that  in  such  a  suit,  the  represen- 
tatives of  A.  B.  conid  not  be 
charged  with  interest.  Smith  v. 
Acton.  Page  210 

2«  On  the  death  of  a  mortgagor  in 
18dd,  his  widow  (who  was  enti- 
tled   to  dower)    took   possession 
of  the  mortgaged  estate,  with  the 
consent  of  the  co-heirs,  and  she 
paid  interest  on  the  mortgage.    In 
1858,  the  mortgagee  instituted  a 
suit  to    realize  his   mortgage,  in 
which  it  did  not  appear  that  any 
interest  had  been  paid  by  one  of 
the  co-heirs  during  the  interval. 
Held,  that  the  payment  of  the  in- 
terest by  the  widow  prevented  the 
statute  running,   for   either    such 
co-heir  was  himself  barred,  or  the 
payment  of  interest  had  been  made 
on  his  behalf.      Ames  v.  Manner- 
ing,  585 

8.  In  taking  the  accounts  in  an  ad- 

,  ministration  suit,  any  creditor  may 
object  that  another  creditor's  debt 
is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limi- 


tations; but  semble,  that  such  an 
objection  cannot  be  taken  to  the 
PlaintiflTs  debt,  which  is  the  foun- 
dation of  the  decree.  FvUer  v. 
Redman.     (No.  2.)  Page  614 

4.  A  mere  letter  of  licence  by  a  cre- 
ditor to  his  debtor  does  not  sus- 
pend the  operation  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations.   J  bid. 

5.  An  acknowledgment  to  take  a  case 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
must  be  made  to  the  creditor; 
and,  sembie,  that  one  to  his  agent 
is  sufficient.     Ibid, 

STATUTES. 

1.  Parties  entered  into  a  contract  to 
purchase  a  brewery  and  plant  at  a 
price  to  be  6xed  by  arbitrators, 
who  were  to  choose  an  umpire  be- 
fore entering  upon  the  valuation. 
The  arbitrators  could  not  agree  on 
an  umpire.  Held,  that  the  Court 
had  no  authority,  under  the  17  & 
18  Fict.  c.  125,  ss.  1,  2,  to  ap- 
point an  umpire  for  such  a  pur- 
pose.  Coliins  V.  Collins,  306 

2.  Rules  of  construing  statutes,  where 
a  general  enactment  in  it  would 
override  a  particular  one,  and 
where  two  parts  of  it  are  contra- 
dictory.    Pretty  v.  Solly.         606 

4  &  5  fFill.  ^  Mary,  c.  20. 
See  Devastavit, 

1  JVilL  4,  c.  40. 
See  Residue,  4,  5. 

6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  32. 
See  Building  Society. 

1  Fict.  c.  20. 
See  Administration  of  Assets* 
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£&3  rtcLc.  U. 
See  Devastavit. 

8&  9  Fid.  c.  18,  s.  80. 
See  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

15&  16  rict.  c.  86,  8.  44. 
See  Practice. 

17  &  18  FtcLc.  US. 
See  Mortgage,  4. 

20  &  21  Vict.  c.  14,  8.  24. 
See  Security  for  Costs. 

20  &  21  Fict.  c.  78. 

See  Creditors'  Representative. 

20&  21  Fict.  c.  85,  s.  21. 
See  Protection  Order. 

21  &  22  Fict.  c.  27,  s.  2. 
See  Jury. 

See  Act  of  Parliament. 
Arbitrator. 
Debenture. 
Inclosure. 
Jury. 

Municipal  Corporation. 
Statute  of  Limitations. 
Settled  Estates  Act. 
Trustee  Act. 

STAYING  SECOND  SUIT. 

The  coromon  administration  decree 
having  been  made  in  a  suit  by  one 
of  the  next  of  kin,  a  second  suit 
was  instituted,  six  months  aAer, 
by  another  next  of  kin,  praying 
additional  relief.  The  Court  stayed 
the  second  suit,  on  the  Defendant 
in  the  first  undertaking  not  to  ob- 
ject to  any  additions  to  the  decree 
which  the  Judge  in  Chambers 
might  think  reasonable.  Gwyer  v. 
Peterson.     Peterson    v.     Peterson. 

Page  83 


STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 

See  Jurisdiction,  1,  2. 

STOCK, 
1.  South  Sea  Stock  and  £3 :  5t.  per 
Cents,  held,  on  the  context,  to  pass 
by  the  expression  "  surplus  mo- 
ney." Newman  v.  Newman,  (No. 
1.)  Page  218 

Z.  A  testator  bequeathed  specific* 
sums  of  South  Sea  Stock  and 
£3  :  58,  per  Cents,  to  his  sister  for 
her  life,  and,  at  her  death,  she  left 
"  this  money  in  trust  to  her  neice,'' 
to  pay  certain  legacies,  which  did 
not  exhaust  the  whole.  She  au- 
thorized lier  sister  and  niece  (who 
were  her  executrixes)  to  sell  out 
the  residue  of  "  her  money"  ia 
the  £3 :  5s.  per  Cents,  over  the  sum 
she  had  mentioned,  for  payment 
of  her  debts,  and  proceeded: 
"then,  if  there  is  any  surplus 
money,  I  give  it  to  my  niece." 
Held^  that  the  niece  took  the  sur- 
plus of  both  the  funds.  Ibid. 

3.  Stock  in  the  funds,  in  which  the 
testator  has  a  reversionary  interest, 
will  not  pass  by  a  bequest  of  "  my 
goods  and  furniture,  my  plate  and 
lilken,  all  money  and  notes  that 
may  be  due  to  me  at  my  decease.*' 
Cowling  V.  Cowling.  449 

SUBPCENA  TO  APPOINT 
SOLICITOR. 

The  Defendant's  solicitor  died,  and 
the  Plaintiff  (being  unable  to  find 
the  Defendant)  could  not  proceed 
in  the  accounts  directed  by  the 
decree.     The  Court  ordered  sub- 
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iNARY  LEGACY. 

1.  BeqoesC  to  mjoieee  acd  socfa  of  mj 
nepbetis  aod  oiecrs  as  shall  be  then 
lirifig,  and  the  children  of  such  of 
chem  nt  shall  be  then  deaJ,  ^och 
children  to  be  entitled  onW  to  the 
part  of  their  parents.  Held,  that 
the  children  of  a  nephew  who  died 
in  the  life  of  the  testatrix  partici- 
pated.    Bt  Fauldimgt  Trust.  263 

2.  Rules  for  construing  gifts  bv  s||b- 
-  stitution.    King  v.  CUavtlamd,  26 

5.  Gift  to  one  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease,  to  his  children  **  then 
liviog,  or  their  legal  personal  re- 
presentatives, share  ainl  share 
alike."  Held,  that  the  represen- 
tatives took  as  a  distinct  class  and 
not  by  substitution,  and  that  the 
representatives  of  children  who 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator. 
And  of  those  who  were  dead  at  the 


dKe  of:^  srilL  pamrjpated.  Kimg 
T.  CS^tmt^eitmL  P>tfe26 


SUIT  OX  BEHALF.  &c 

Sot  br  a  a.imh<m  of  a  rcBt-diai^  oo 

hAk^   of   LJBKlf    and    twenty 

to  ruse  dbe  arrears  by  sale, 

WMUw.Jmma.   191 


A  tcfSator 


SURVIVOR. 

derned  fieeholds  to  two 


citber  should  die 
withoQi  learing  bwfol  issue  tmr-' 
riving  ber.  then  be  devised  ber 
part  **  onto  the  sorvivor."*  Held, 
that  ^  sarvivor**  was  to  be  read  in 
its  ordinary  sense,  and  not  in  the 
sense  of  ''otber."  Grenmood  t. 
Percy.  572 


TACKING. 
Two  sums  were  due  to  A.  from  B., 
one  on  nsortgage  of  lands,  and  the 
other  by  covenant.  A.  having 
brought  action  for  both  sums,  B. 
paid  the  amount  due  on  the  mort- 
gage into  Court.  A.  took  this 
sum  out  of  Court,  and  he  pro- 
ceeded in  the  action  and  recovered 
a  judgment  on  the  covenant.  Held, 
that  the  mortgage  having  been 
satisBcd  before  the  judgment  had 
been  obtained,  J.  had  no  right  to 
tack  his  judgment  The  Mayor, 
«5*c.  of  Bream  v.  Seymour.  548 
See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

TAXATION. 
1 .  A  client  presented  a  special  peti- 
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tion  for  the  taxation  of  his  solici- 
tor's bill,  complaining  that  the 
solicitor  had  taken  reckless  pro- 
ceedingSy  and  praying  that  the 
costs  of  them  might  be  wholly  dis- 
allowed on  taxation.  A  special 
petition  was  held  to  be  unnecessary, 
and  the  Petitioner  was  ordered 
to  pay  the  costs  of  it.  Re  Atkin^ 
son  and  Pifgrim.  Page  1 5 1 

2.  One  of  several  Defendants  ap* 
pealed,  substantially,  from  the 
whole  decree,  and  the  appeal  was 
dismissed  with  costs.  Held,  on 
taxation,  that  the  same  fees  on  the 
Plaintiff's  briefs  which  had  been 
allowed  on  the  original  hearing 
ought  to  be  allowed  on  the  appeal. 
Held,  also,  that  the  length  of  the 
interval  between  the  two  hearings 
ought  not  to  vary  the  amount. 
Sturgis  V.  Mone.  (No.  2.)  562 
See  Severance  of  Defences. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 
Bequest  "  to  A,  and  her  children," 
expressed  in  another  part  of  the 
will  as  a  gift  **  to  A»  and  her 
family."  Held,  that  A.  took  for 
life,     f^ard  v.  Grey.  4,S5 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE  AND 

REMAINDERMAN. 

See  Fines  (Admission). 

TITLE  DEEDS. 
See  Lien; 

TRADE  MARK. 
1.  The    Defendant  innocently  used 
the  PlaintifiTs  trade-marks,   and, 
on  being  served  with  the  bill,  he 


removed  the  labels,  and  gave  an 
undertaking  not  to  sell  any  more, 
but  refused  to  pay  the  costs.  The 
suit  was  continued  to  a  hearing, 
and  the  account  of  profits,  which 
were  very  trifling,  was  waived  :— 
Held,  that  the  Defendant  must 
pay  the  whole  costs  of  suit.  Bur-- 
gess  V.  Hills.  Page  244 

2.  A  suit  was  instituted  to  restrain 
the  user  of  a  trade  mark,  and  for 
an  account.  No  application  was 
made  to  the  Defendant  before 
suit,  and  the  Defendant  said  he 
would  have  desisted  if  applied  to. 
At  the  hearing,  the  account  was 
abandoned,  but  a  perpetual  in- 
junction was  granted : — Held,  that 
the  Defendant  must  pay  the  costs. 
Burgess  v.  Hately.  249 

TRUSTEE. 
Trustees  of  a  charity  were  disquali- 
fied on  '*  departing  the  United 
Kingdom,  from  whatever  cause  or 
motive,  or  under  whatever  circum- 
stances :"  Held,  that  a  temporary 
absence  abroad  was  not  within  the 
proviso.  In  re  The  Moravian 
Society.  101 

See  Breach  of  Trust. 

Husband  and  Wife,  1. 

Infant. 

New  Trustee. 

Parent  and  Child,  5. 

Severance  of  Defence. 

Statute  of  Limitations,  ]. 

TRUSTEE  ACT. 
When  an  order  is   made  under  the 
Trustee  Act,  to  be  acted  on  by  the 
Bank  of  England,  the  order  should 
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shew  that  the  case  comes  within 
the  act.     In  re  Mainwaring, 

Page  172 


UNCERTAINTY. 

1.  Specific  per forrnance  of  an  agree- 
ment to  purchase  one-third  of  a 
foundry  refused,  on  the  ground  of 
uncertainty ;  the  contract  not  spe- 
cifying what  portion  of  the  pur- 
chase-money was  to  be  led  in  the 
business,  but  only  a  'Marge  por- 
tion/' and  not  stating  when  it  was 
to  be  paid,  or  how  to  be  secured, 
and  what  interest  was  to  be  allowed 
in  the  meanwhile.  Cooper  v. 
Hood.  293 

it.  Gift  to  **  my  grandchildren  and 
their  issue  as  shall  stand,  in  respect 
to  me,  in  equal  degree  of  consan- 
guinity.*' Held,  not  void  for  un- 
certainty, the  sentence  being  read 
in  the  alternative.  Maynard  v. 
Wright.  285 

See  Goodwill. 

UNIVERSAL  HEIR. 
See  Fee  Simple. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

Agreement  for  the  sale  of  a  lease, 
"  with  possession  on  the  1st  of 
December^  the  rent  to  commence 
at  Chrutmas,*'  Possession  was  not 
given  until  the  3 1st  of  January, 
through  the  default  of  the  vendor. 
Held,  that  the  purchaser  was  en- 
titled to  compensation,  and  an 
inquiry  was  directed.  Gedye  v. 
The  Duke  of  Montrose.  45 


See  Brewers'  Lease. 
Breach  of  Trust,  4. 
Conditions  of  Sale. 
Goodwill. 

Lien  for  Purchase-Money. 
Opening  Biddings. 
Sale  under  Court. 
Specific  Performance. 
Uncertainty,  1. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

1.  Voluntary  gift  of  leaseholds  by  a 
father  to  his  sons,  in  1835  and 
1841,  set  aside,  it  being  ascer- 
tained, on  a  reference,  that  at 
those  periods  the  settlor's  debts 
exceeded  his  assets.  ChrUty  v. 
Courtenay.  Page  140 

St.  When  a  voluntary  settlement  of 

lands  is  avoided  by  a  subsequent 

sale  for  valuable  consideration^  the 

volunteers  have  no  equity  against 

the  purchase-money  payable    to 

the  settlor.     Baking  v.  Whimper. 

568 
See  Costs,  1. 


WARD  OF  COURT. 
A  ward  of  Court  married  ten  days 
after  attaining  twenty-one.  The 
Court  declined  ordering  her  for- 
tune to  be  paid  out  of  Court,  on 
her  consent,  but  directed  it  to  be 
settled.     Biddle  v.  Jackson.      282 

WASTE. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 

WILL. 
I .  A,  devised  property  to  the  children 
of  B.,  in  like  manner  as  they  were 
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entitled  under  the  *<  will"  of  B. 
(deceased) :  Held,  that  J,  re- 
ferred to  the  will  and  codicils 
together  of  B.     Pigolt  v.  Wilder. 

Page 90 

%,  The  word  ''son"  is  quite  as 
fiexihle  as  the  word  **  heir/'  and 
can  as  easily  be  read  *'  issue  male  " 
as  the  word  **  heir  "  can  be  turned 
into  "  son."  Jenkins  v.  Lord 
CUnton.  ]  08 

See  Absolute  Interest. 

Accumulation. 

Administration  of  Assets. 

Annuity. 

Appurtenances. 
Bequest. 
Calls. 
Charity. 
Children. 
Contribution. 
Conversion. 
Costs,  4. 

Cumulative  Legacies. 
Devise. 

Donatio  Mortis  Causa. 
Eju&dem  Generis. 
Equitable  Assets. 
Estate  for  Life. 
Estate  Tail. 
Execution  of  Power. 
Exoneration. 
Fee  Simple. 
Forfeiture. 
Illegitimate  Child. 
Issue. 
Legacy. 

Legal    Personal    Represen- 
tatives. 
Legatee. 
Money. 


See  Mortgage,  1,  2,  4. 
•*  Or"  read  *«  and." 
Parent  and  Child,  1,  3. 
Power  of  Sale. 
Public  Policy. 
Referential  Trusts. 
Remoteness,  1,  2, «%  4^  5. 
Residue. 
Servants. 
Stock,  1,  2,  S. 
Substitutionary  Legacy* 
Survivor. 
Uncertainty,  2. 


WILLS  ACT. 
See  Administration  of  Assets. 

WINDING    UP. 

A  company  established  in  1853,  had 
since  carried  on  its  business  at  a 
loss  in  every  year,  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  6,507/.  There  were 
irregularities  in  the  management, 
the  directors  had  not  paid  for 
shares  subscribed  for  by  them, 
interest  had  been  paid  out  of  capi- 
tal, and  the  balance  at  the  bankers 
had  been  reduced  to  300/. ;  on  the 
other  hand,  the  calls  on  the  shares 
had  hitherto  been  one-fifth  only : 
Held,  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
and  the  Lords  Justices  (on  appeal) 
that  there  was  no  case  for  winding 
it  up.  In  re  The  National  l^ive 
Stock  Insurance  Company, 

Page  153 

See  Contributory. 

Creditors'  Representative. 
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